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CHAPTER |

\\W

hlstﬁy of _ ik esable efforts were made to

1. Bacquound

During the
attain and mai an aggressor towards a
potential victim, i thu! gwarfegin the role of defender of

claims of territory. ' 'l thuSOwrevent war).

Since the FEuropes i - World War I, where for
the first time -on- ati e i uddenly appeared to resolve
an initially Eur ict, 1] ' > "ok a bipolar geopolitical,
ideologically motiv. steriiof. con MG \I""~,I s after the defeat of the Axis
powers, to the re-§ e ofthe'fibt jlist ol diict ;nilualms, bt to the recurrence
of power patterns “had- exi c thi# @car freeze the analysis of

historical truths is paramo T - the agaihthe European view on defence

The@@

which origi&

experiences oﬂ)t
|

France, wibﬁts been in a state of withelstern neighbour none less then

AU NENIWLINT,

crea Ia force de frappe

QRN IR TIHE AR

ghlgar, weapon capabilities,

text of the historical

Q—I_L iz



continental Europe during the dark days of WWIWays adhered to its policy of

r opptissndominant continental authority.

//esaenbunter-balancing pole in the

—;‘

ROWer igitgruly global player on the
henB i an@eBritish nuclear arsenals is
Elyopean Union has up to the

present time ehile attempted, mostly

unilaterally initiat {6 a truly European defence
policy fell short.

The resolve of thewra 0] pite availaldsources (e.g. financial
. - il

potential, ting military” @ kﬂw-how) and political

';_—:mT:- ....... 5Nk Vato summit 1988), Europe’s

non-perfor Narce, )’ not just conventional
et | s

armaments qu he optionofe y lwell provide the key to

AULINENINEINg
QRN IUNRIINYIAY



2. Research Objectives

ofctlaeses of a non-emergence of a

common European | gtetrent. id tede based on the historical
developments of -.....;.,..‘_znm Republic and the United

Kingdom, as WW b ic.o Cermangc try which shaped to large

a comnpaticy on European nuclear

deterrence. This |nab|I|ty i fegrate | gntial into a comprehensive defence
A

framework i @oo g nal pride a fiiie. natipn-state. The perception
and applic -of defence policy in_general andlerr-det: sfce specifically, of the
two Europ _ﬁ Jdom
e

constitute the[|| asis for a— gropean cﬁrrence. This is further
as Germany and the

fiverge too widely to

compllcated by the electorates in EU member st

A3

pollcqlthe convergence uropeanlzatlon of

strongly opposed to a

Edropean nuclear defence

ienate hard power has thus to

remain elusive.

ﬂW’]ﬂﬁﬂiﬂJﬂJ?ﬂ’mEﬂﬂﬂ



4. Scope and limitations

A
In an attempt
ad,.conside )ﬂe tual, political and ideological
2 periences. As stated above,

the actors listedd icallf eW. penelimited to European powers,

rgised inhgypothesis, a geographical

however in orderg i : o] jta@picted do not include non-state
entities such as i i 7 at ISEE, multinational corporations

and internati ' C ¢] 088ie, as a major force with
nuclear deterre ' alindifg ta, 'ShapecRlis destiny, was omitted as

Russia’ 3 %0 leefdleus Offan independent research
project. / :
. s
5. Theoretical Fraifeworl====

Europeans like to-thinkepf;them bein ‘doft power’ (Everts,+
p - f"“ﬁ-"W* g gab p (

2003), whilst th rd)furopean Union still is
elusive T he rationale for a military emasculate: ffdpean ion is not a lack of
resourcasdas

=
weaponry ‘ﬁﬁch as [itera

(from mineswegepers to aircraft carriers) and imgikes air power integrating the

st.te Qg T Ipen,_etc.) but also a, though
- mall ( ifnat % ,' K approximately
nuclear warheads) but potential, nuclear eléroérdeterrence which can be
deployed by their governmen‘ if deemed neceﬂﬁuhout NATO or U.Svsent

RTRANIUARTING 1A E

28] not just conventional
o

| —
s,elangmber of maritime vessels

urofi




6. Ildeological Divergences on Defence

of international,
, rUige byctiral anarchy
I‘ .S o»},;_.L_. Eatiternational

auth@rity governing intecnai

ion S kalist approach
pdts thgftopiC of I;LT‘-‘:'E:-

L’

. esSEfaidhe strife of

the ival of the gﬂpﬁf suohfional
§ P Mol

defence cludifgfhe con pnt offfiliclear detee, must remain

. y Ao ol ,
in the dome&tie’sphére ot nd thus a condef@nce

as-proposed. | SDP) is unfeasibl
L5 ’

gl ey

il T

; -

M

of international relations, rouses the notion ta¢stions of security and
defe just ipvolvear : ilitary) _but oft-power

ﬂ u( ol ec oﬁ itic d soc ﬁoﬁo udiflg concerns

policy (such

o
Libera i FAfIE acknowledging the anarchic nature

over access to natural resources such as oil, gasvater), thus adds a
non-military dimen‘on to security ﬂ defence dxdmmtiowThe

ARAMIBUNIIN TS



interdependence of non-military and military aspedf security by

orfingreased internatiocmdperation by means of
|
né}egration; thus multidimensional

ice a ¥ including themetg of nuclear

individtetes.

state by societal groups or

fttought of international

ieAThi& is inrlstaontrast to both

\
‘-

StitutignaliSnritical Security Studies

emph#fsizes olgofno § At& agtlrs@gortem) and  the non-
military, r@le of security (er ynentalland soatahsiderations). To the
[} - MF'
followefs of the Critical , Studies, the imaity and thus nuclear
deterrence, sare .ot : SUb! meaning, if notgmifcant, and
E RN, ’ ’

Yy ve

e

- o
7. Nationa“l nd Inter 1||
s

T u e" ideqlogi li t f Euwropean Union
ﬂ/t;ﬂrgint ral i of ke idlly e ﬁrrence. This
’pﬂiic’amen IS exacerbate y the fact that a tadéiof camps among the member

states exist such as Atlanti‘%m (UK, the Neﬂ@mversus Europaw (e.0.

ARTRINIRARTINGTNY




cooperation versus “Old Europe” (e.g. Germany, €eanwhich hedges deep

scepticism towards existi tlgntic realitiesg. NATO). Nations which
actively pursue the @ :_- (Brance) encounter member states

where nuclear arre T @rabte @&candinavia, Austria, and

Germany) and_aznucleai-fre ephisgiened. The European Union
(EVU) as an enti N _ de esidm=atlignit is a victim of conflicting

global power.

8. Geopoliii

A commibn Effropedn ‘seetitityhand def Wlinptmecessarily devised by
just Europedh actdis, fut oy f,,,. s enities SUstags (B,  USA, Russia, China)
and internationglorgliniZatio 1S -r.i? - inatiofgl W prporations and international

terrorism) increasig@ly imposi '-‘,‘-f! il s amghcerns on Europe, could either
[} - H"
strengthen the calise *’m--;t: pedearuteterrent or void any attempt

for an European accore 7
accepteesghat defence | 8Cts, ‘CUSt be regarded from a
global pective_ratherthan from-a purety - Europes rview (Hyde-Price,

2001: 3

ing this toasideration, it must be

rit] h% 0

q_%rl ain has up o the present time consmtent@ed pollilca\ in general, and

defence in particular, mtegrat‘h with Europe. h@l Britain was an ally arance

ammnmum'mmaﬂ




during both World Wars, such cooperation was mdranoad-hoc basis and usually

short lived once the threa \“T//
ﬁ‘-a.__ :

The reasons o

uategrEuropean defence policy

Thtury @oncept regarding
ea defeslioy, pand common

I i fceived asgeaus to the British
concept of d t|nc /enes \

2. Whilst London ate with otheropean powers to avert

zsntl S o maﬁnal rather than supra-
e iae

pnNat.rnis-was aemonstiratrea oy tnepritsnas ’rf. tto Concepts SuCh as

s IO éNeéndLonity, proposed by
jommt
Fraqq in 1950 of BntgI BrMinister Tony Blair

and Fre ch President Jacques Chirac in Saint- Malmea1988 Anglo-French

ﬂ” | ﬁﬁ ﬁeﬁ g ﬂ W]n (ﬁjmﬁ‘a“onahty
ql'i Britain dreads the domination of Toreign id

eologibs an historical context,
Britain was alarmed‘)y foreign, i.e. ropean erpmlons

9 FMNTUUATINTTRY




perceived to disturb the social order on the Britsles. European ideologies

not pragmatid antipathetic to British

dgological anditipal developments

| ically fordhéhe notion of British
&pe is often referred to as

if not insular, pée of

4, followittge ideologies,
titimsgd thus undermining

an .* etSHliina Common European

resent 'day .”nH uroPeanrity and Defence

decisio 1“"—._\1 Skher arigj voting or by

casefaf ESDP), tBuiish interests are

e :.-,.'_’?E%“; hstinefige formrswgiiwnal structures or,

' hting! to detayd limit the field of

application °ﬁ-=;, _- ) 'es.

5. .‘-..-—_.._:T different appiad defence than other

"-a ."L
=
GoeMg’sLuftw Aile

the rest, of Europe, even though the Channel hasdé vof merely 20

ki t ' thus t in_lIsl itai supject to_occupation,
ﬂ ‘t nce _élefent rifighl poligy ¢ riéd fromjthe concept
ql of defence of countries such as Fr

ance or Germ&uwopean nations

attemiptsinesion such as

|
geographical lsegregation ottkerom

traditionally employed ﬁ%nd still do) maﬂ'e arsniwith hundre

RAMINIMIINBTEY
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because an attack on any country on continentabdeuwere to signify the
rland) In this the existence of national

potential loss of the

t
defence with jts, ‘Gl I /) consonpis not just tactically but
olf .L,_ otivat )ﬁ forcessexs an actualization to
: [eignty. Bitis :@gdefence differs as such as

experencsuccessfully

mIoniaI and territorial

H arpaynomic concerns for

Q0419 Wi sEuropean and British

diyStae Widely ared raost difficult be
‘Policy, (Chidies7: 105-110).

N rengh securikyypeas
k devised by General de Gaulle after the resu nyaiigiower as the head of
t he stdoCtrine. At the heard of

el | s
t‘[pH doctrine

: |on-sta1§!& political legitimacy
base‘d upon the capacity to defend its territoiy gopulation from foreign

i i ountries,.canpot sh verei
ﬂ ut put thei i%ic%ris h nateiate
ql independent defence p‘otentia and must uph

efforts rather then i‘ernational coope@rﬁmullist eyes an 0|

ARANTUANTING IR

irs, lest

e
t' taifl an

f
ialr

¢ through national
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thus is concurrent tmaditional realismdescribed above. In a world

where all natio

irmating the state’ iiyet® guararted peace within its
p.fhe-anarchi m@hﬂms, states therefore

Madependent in matters of

ogny there can bdddnition no power

Europea ' ‘ doctrine &ided to become a
on [iean defence policy.

in'the ‘estahl l‘ ment of Acon
of tHe'Subject will @ssert itSelfthe European Union
SlitieA disting

realizes its (I along withsecurity and defence

identity, alth u ;; w emains distashould not be left
~gput g ] nT common
k -uropean defence policy is attainable, witho gjbabossible.”

The French concept of nuclear strategy however, has

k|n eratlon of
ﬂ u e’s aﬂw faII II in 1989,
rance’s nuclear deterrent was shaped by the noﬁcmlowmg a weak

state to deter againgt a strong stdned asion du faible au

q W'] AMIUNNTINGTRY
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reversed into the deterrent of the strong (Fraaga)nst the weak (Libya,

rrQrs the perception afnew threat of a
pe, especiaindée, could be held
ransom_ '@l .' ssue touches lwm ¢oncerns of

nuclearprolifera European states and the USA

an ization of Nudeterrents

iS8ure for the [Eawization of

‘ He-cost of 1 gr detéflxence is such thahgaviesulting
d i?J'F
from a" collg o ]

con5|derabl fr‘ltl';} financial predicaimef the French
IJH

ropéan nuclear auony would be

2. thre /et attack after

989 . an Europeanization ot France’'s-gefen (5€ I tﬂspeCIa”y COSt-
(Sauder, 1999:

r jth t ba lear force
ﬂ u o] ﬁ?ﬂ , SUEh %ijﬁ%ﬂlay for decades.
2. The Iegltlmaﬁ/ and popular b ng for national Iaa

QW’] AT RTINS
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disputed French nuclear tests on the atoll of Maauin French

tq the 1990s. In additios &issumed that a
gwould find not just dsiically but

W wider support. @ other hand,

| or Sweden tbklgm is not

v o,
:'_,:':‘-':*E- M mONE 1!- foreign and ise@aticy
Speci r.::i_ jand “thefgonglruction of a wnifi globally
ineptERfopEdAsGen cral Bannot be continuedesdy with
al offa common nuckteterrent; the
Brd to postpone this éssdl infinitum.

0 Tz«e states haveorbec
— eliaible for the security guarantee a 'S +f) tulatedhie Treaty of

, tern European Union
.

| —
(WEU W Credible suich a security asseraan

be without the power of a common nuclear deterranses.

‘ e rs d e nsider thi whether

ﬂ u EJ @?ﬁ %]‘nﬁnti thﬁAﬁ ﬁto 0 opt for a

ql ‘ strong, integrated, 'ruly European, defence streciuch as the
WEU (Croft, #097: 142-143).

QRN IUARIINYIAY
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Despite the initial Yoo iormgrated Western Europe, the
rity and defence effort
7 ity (EDC) caused by the
French rejection..in ol ‘Bspettatomic and hydrogen weaponry
under the control o i p fighec contradicted U.S. policy of

u Age theeldpment of an
pgan’ seguritysand de U.S. administrations

. ¢ ‘1"{!* A\ i . L
in the 1 970s whishec Pukde '-\\‘. Bhthe cost of maintaining

rf'.l" |
rh }En;f ganil8d NABIce the end of the
Cold War the @meri '_F Fence )¢ 28 been antidty higher than the
combined defence - est ‘spendingntglthber states. This
growing spendlng ,.1-5;{'*—*:: .-uropapﬂbility gap, especially in
terms«@f hig aponry. A get Ey-ought to play a larger

role naintaining the -securi he-Continentda pectefore should shoulder

s M rthet a,2004: 4).

o
II
1

lll
America saw NATO as the primary tool in guaramgeiVestern Europe’s

urjty D Eu ecurity and
D%c dgn t ﬁwe S attempt to
qlep ace the North Atlantic Treaty rganlzatlon .e O was central to

Western security prowsmr’ and thus remaln lstitution of ch until

QW’Tﬂ“ﬁ”ﬂ“ﬁtﬂfﬂgﬁ'\’l NE1a 8

mor Of |
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Although Franco-German instigation of establishangvVestern European

system of security and, d& evelopmerriagithe Gulf crisis and the
outbreak of war i - )91), Ewegpuncoordinated reactions
strongly contr@ @ swiftehican resolve and military

4 man, miganelead NATO was to

pEgpsacurity problems.

: ] howeveanrlyenullified
NATO g o  Although the Yedor i tatediise of the North Atlantic
Allies duri Soup h IidaIATO’s contemporary

ek iIestEpeace process and
{8blayimef NATO troops and
assets, in areag "‘"!',"E re’ leredi§piere of Russian interests, such
as war torn ::"‘f:f: a5t 10~ e frail t8ial government; thus whilst

NATO’s influence, C gainedevahnce in security and

———

QY DI 1C

2 |
Tt N

t » e&jmeem, gave rise to

e =
calls foﬂHATO’s r

rom ar@y|military organization to
embrace pqlitical and technical assistance progranthie former Soviet bloc

ﬂ:ﬂie ﬁw jal yrﬂof [ e .Sﬁmi jstration:
ql 1. / s role and'Influence Was enhanced t roughtigcali

N
activit‘s and technical a&tance programs. @J

ARIANNIUARTINE A E
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2. Any reorientation might lessen the importance oflXDAs

/ ,lcan led NATCGasvmuch more

Bfradicted by an American fear

incorporating

independentk

since the end

of an ind@Pendgnt, & = Ni S pean defence entity, as
envisaged b Frs y ' q@oamnick, 1994: 115-132).

12.  Germany betwéen

~

I .b-IH'
After the rearg :-.._'.‘.':'.-aﬁ;
distinctive but diverg@nt pOReICEfAricH
into NATO and the sigif_' f)j*" er

defence doet followed two very
emphasis on Germany’s integration

clagowith the United States. On the

opposite sidg of AN spectr pt  of gBuropeanism” which

favoured .‘-_-—-T-_- ----- peameerork an id<the" support of the French

vision of a c he

The threat f a Soviet attack upon Western Eundpmately had the positive

effe ce d squabbles
PE f 4 Iw S ld War was,
e potential for mutually assure destm AD) ‘of not only the two

superpowers USA and USSR, b‘for Europe as t of any such c I t, an

ammnmummmaﬂ
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era of peace and stability in both Western as aglEastern EuropeConversely, with

the fall of the Berlin Wall an migejof theviet threat, many a German started to
hedge doubts on the I% f ﬁa reemmbthe North Atlantic Treaty

Organization.
——

—— 7| ‘ — —
The AmW German. @n1950s and the German
reunification some, topictowhesmeeially France and Britain to a

lesser exten e leadership in Bonn of the

-

Sy

magnitude of e American-led North

Atlantic Treaty ... and thus economic

0 u\ ‘f"-.\ was\ puthe test over to the

i) < \
\ ::% . \

West-German territof ofly Germs blic sumgior Deutschland’amembership
in NATO hit a low, Supptt(CDU/CSU) of the German-

American relationship ap aNy's I o INATO hedged if not apprehension

than doubts: ;
@ = -JL:
Duri , a4 990s, German leaders
e o
voiced stern cf%ats aga gived ag aggressor, and support for
Bosnia, whose declaration of independence Germaay one of the first European

nati rec z ; o Frange’ ion). Albeit Germany’s
st ing tiat¥egisodd offfinte i(ﬂr i swéhi’ (Gerglan Federal
Defe orces) were not deployed during the sonflict, due to historically and
! | est to be unmentioned is that conflicts be o_ideqlogi
e . ay fram t
uipped SR) ¢onflicts 1973 tham

%,
N

prosperity for

h ;
'|'i b
L 1

J8Bl Forces (SNF) stationed on
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politically motivated apprehensions towards thespest of armed German forces

That tiibulatioras further complicated by the legal

ipn) which still vehemently impsse
ment &;armrces abroad (Rempel, 1994

159-167). —— S

operating beyond NATO'’s terit
constraints of theSrundge:

severe restrictions o

herald by the German Green

Party (Die Grunen” peCis {uring he. le.in the Gerngamvernment (by
means of a cgligtion g gocialy Man Green Party's ideology
not only rested ongfillags” syc ' acolo Nehe § . Rame) and social justice, but

also on grassi@®ts o

Given thé pog Iar 1 tr ;:r [-th ."‘-.1- eteotetvards nuclear energy and

the historically mog ate p ohig l\Vﬁf-‘l amglinvolvement, any attempt to
integrate Germany ini® a cofimt -.f.:.: e DO o whittimately incorporates the

nuclear componentl bo ff Jt0 J! v el ed@ Party in current opposition in the

German parliament. VLT ;
27 .m

ﬂLlEJ’JVIEJVITNEﬂﬂ‘i
QW’]Mﬂ’iﬂJﬂJW]'JVImﬂEJ



CHAPTER I

K‘m and Defence Poldasfines
the nuclear det icy ofithe v grs with nuclear weapons

(France a : o | \natibnalsintSrgdiiser than supranational
E - i . 1 3 '._l 'y

L'g:_ eological approaches to the
concept to Aecugify s -r;;* . A.SeturityA Challengess especially

. . ! . o ) 1 . . .
helpful in analySis @nd perceploABof" the flinda@emrinciples for nationally
motivated nuclea =,...,' ' polic : I"w. pvidesuraemts for both the
Europeanization 6f nuéjgae ol of such.

Daviek - ' ifiThe Eurc C Nafqal Defence Policye Th
State anes<the_European Unios extremety-heipfuttorcomprehend the Britishwie
and motiuati '

The persp ctive of the French Gaullists and tlmeguments in support of

ﬁ%lﬁ ey Weifg

Both Jolyon Howorth mTh“European Unlon National Defence yeTh

QW‘Wﬁﬂﬁﬂm‘m‘Tﬂmﬂﬂ
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Europe’ point out the risks posed by nuclear proliferatiarinere either European

states could be held ra oWegs in pursuauofear capabilities, or the
diminished capacity //& agdaerdities armed with nuclear
weapons.

2 é

The dile -- : uiOPeaRization afertte ought to occur

within the framewwefk g#*N\A F@fon the soT Bl LIropeanized, supernational

W
by r L)

defence policy isgfOucifeg’ ¢ e European Union and

National Defgfice R6licy,
The ever ip#feasifig gap of de .f'--'-;- : @ies compared to those of
the Europea engbey stategs, . ah, and accompanied by
graphs, by J0lsogfHa arth ;:;Y‘;f - ‘ din®k Europe: The EU, NATO
and the Quest f@f Eufopean AUtGAORY AT

The Americart poi ,.{-,{ secustylétailed comprehensively in
New Secuhityhitecture’ by Charles

is essential for the

‘Disconcerted Europe

Kuprick

appreciatien_of the-motives ofthe-French-nucle=te| gen=iem a historic po|nt of

view. -l a3
iai
lII

In Time and, Time Wait No Mafarel de Gucht and Stephan Keukeleire recap the

endeavqu known as
tp li S tgle leadership
e German Democratic Republic in erll oé’e inner German contacts,

across the “lron Curtain”, areﬁf special S|gn|f1c they transpired d times

QW‘Tﬂeﬂﬂﬁfﬁ mmm TGl
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The particular French domestic circumstances hwhead to a broad acceptance

;‘__‘w)e G. Le Pestre.

*‘--1 ; ‘:—;

In Frencw

Ird 1“"‘-.\ ;; rity From EDCRESPis

critical in the ' -‘1'7_ iitial apBromla unified European structure
which would enar o conti D relyfol TOA and thus its trans-Atlantic
lefesrganization, with the addition of

diminished causes]c , .
expansie,of th entral Eur w
‘! = J‘C
The m ndeem’s Nuclear Detetren

o
issued by mm Brltls e Gany||df State and Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs in December 2006, is valuaddeto determine the official

As to gauge public perc@tlon on the |ssu fleaucdeterrence thvlmons

q W“I”ﬂ\‘lﬂ‘?ﬂﬂ IMITNHTRY

Russiaddes in the regard to the
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not only the populace’s views of the three Europgaion members, e.g. the French
Republic, the United Kingdom

| Federal Rapuddl Germany, but also on the

public’s opinion in Italy,Re i f . The Simons Foundation Report

is a valuable assel“tag ' Mses’ opinions, removed from the
. H' — @

A\

Major M - \ (§anC Nuclear Weapaxhibits
Germany’s un: lal ip, r clear \*“ Bough Germany herself is
not a nuclear weg state. Maj se’s eSsayratety divulges the German

- P AT

predicaments of" NATOSE stationed Deutschland’s soil in

correlation with Germany Tty mentidgrthe decades since the end of

hostilitiesgin 18 tdegpite Germany’'s status,

togethe& th—France,—as_engine of the Furopearcese-of integration, has a

categoriealfy. ¢ PE iMgeneral and issues of
- _

et | sl
nuclearwe‘mﬂons in partrewis > two ropmmtgﬂj‘powers.

In_Sta ‘ ' Nucle eren rt Jervi iculates_the perceptive
ﬂe s o cle rr , ch _l&s Er@is ent§ of values,
qu“bl ity, the potential alternatives of an a y In a situation of deterrence, the

phenomenon of self-deterrenﬁ, problems of r glotential misevaILWns of

QRTRMNIBANIINGTAY
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the book’s focus on the mutual deterrence of themén USSR and the USA, it offers

77I pectsabdéar deterrence and strategy.

deyP@ESDP) in which a

'/agDefen
@deqbomayed in Stephanie

Albeit g#€onsiglerableffavatgbili 2an security and foreign

policy, U.S. and Sodfet fluCleaprstte issue of non-proliferation

of nuclear Weapghs, ffesources -or aat WaahoSeterrence in Europe are
scarce. Litera D h%ﬂ I{ Fll'aS on adily available on both the
French and the Brifish deterfents: h or the #hefma “pan-European” deterrent

T AT
appears to be obScurdfiat eridtite”

by definition, include‘, ,{.--’j';'fp"“'ﬁ'

states.ﬁ con I | pnhot,eonsist of an “either-or

on Beaoppolicy and strategy has to,
powaand all 25 non-nuclear member
approath’ve. g a common nuctear-deterrent camesah either the French nor the
British Mueléea ® Whether a truly European

oile neaponqi? stems, e.g. warheads and

=
nuclear de%ﬁjent needsto"
delivery vehicles, or if a common EU nuclear detetrbased on NATO weapon

ems sti f indep t olicy of puclear deterrence.
\Fdfthar ch i§ 8 dertaihly cofistud| thel current and
] ntiall “capabilities "and enthusiasm of the = EU states.

ARIAN TN INGIAE



CHAPTER llI

pgical to one’s own side

must also hol a=otfieT™ PAties WHoMEthis is often misled, as the

deterred ivesa A -._H "Q,{'.L." id policies very much

differently. Fo i€y to e effee theteke - must analyse how the
target of s ' rcei . UI'Se, (0 \ W at appears beneficial for
0 i'{-_ Yeferrende malferceived as adverse not only
to the targets of sith -...._',ﬁg:i%{'_

concept of a nu€lear r,.r Hf ty”,
-Francej and five, e.;, i?-"’ fw | 'ed. If a deterring state perceives
its partiesjar sign € |
'-é‘v————»""f ———————— ‘ at one side sees as

g , d destabilizing by the

E-

other side.||/An effectiVe"pe yespasec hmpe[ tion of the target of the

policy; howeveE, policies are usually formulatectlans initiator perceives it. As such,

AT TS

ne actor deters another by the attempt to ce e other side that the
expected value of a certain eﬁlon is outwelgheﬂ/expected punlshnv Such

ARITRIMIWARTINGTRY

all i@l stakeholders, especially if the

amlgsed in chapters four, e.g.

e

icy is probable to see
such a

ascertair
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can be inflicted and the perceived probability thath punishment will be actually

executed. Deterrence is misfire jf the sides hedge different beliefs about
|
either factor (Jervis, % /

Wedehiihe Falkiand tsiain 1982,
- e suppdrthe population
he 1adkimaky to firmly reegsish UK's

uchj@deterring pargdseo determine

, rather than what appefwalue to
failure to do so couldisea the

eglity.als such, a punitive

action-can very-well-be-exploited-as an-incentiyette targeted

U in fingt
ﬂ u EJ d nt yw d @sfprbcess to guarantee
stabllly and c¢ sse

oncord by S, whereas it |garded as
expansionist@nd thus as threaﬁMoscow WhemR s to

q W’] AT INIINGTRY
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rightfully its sphere of influence, the West pevasi such action as

threat, reat towards the West wasndeit by
at no action also deha@e act is
sh a common nudleserrent can
as the Europeanorimn

lear umbrelMhjch can be

By, #le. EU's neighisowould feel

o"-i‘-. Bxpansionistypssured by

= . .

———————Any policy of det: ss its stEpends on
: ( immenmsgabilities of

gﬂ | s
||} retaliation"ie O"BE" convincgd) of its ownesgth and
determlnatlon to use its assets; however this tsnecessary the

ﬂuﬂ%“f

economics or domestlc policies. Conversely, a natith feeble

deterring

jdes, such as

assets of defnce which perh are purely mdefmL fence,

ARIANIH INTINYIRY
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country pursues bold politics in economics or otfietds of

given to ambigwti® be actually
¥ A miniscule deterrehgest one
jcient deterrerihafother side

the weapon aathially be

s : target of det@renust be
nvi %‘ ? Sear retaliation woudd
[ o;;.s,m d 2 dy Sugdestigh of doubt. Furtiee, undue

..... ..u"f:{i eratiofg or disagreementn@rtiee 27
dis€redit the deterramedibility, as
Id not be immediatelythfmyming.
tbe BY in regard tevipus
performances-on theglobal-stage—such’ as theiativisetween

' ¥aq or theerisiveness

m during F nf the 1i ( S, a potdnéiatagonist’s

perceptlon of the credibility of a European nuclalterrent

ﬂﬂﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%ﬂwns
ammnmummmaﬂ
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2. The Adversary’'s Alternatives

Deterrence work . ._ 5 onmrhlcat the prize of aggression
offsets the perceived4e; not onIy bound to backfire if the
convene its credibility, but
\ A _deterrent is often based on
the possible gai i Jieye, Yeykis is by no means the only
reason for aggressi#n. coul  dpliated to fight by, for instance,
domestic stj . inaAi0 1982) e N mstances (e.g. natural
| ) - T aforgo potential gains, but to
. felkence, the defender must
be able to und t pressures " m- adversaries face in
order to corre it OTi ‘-,,‘ ~ v.«.-‘."@\-o 58 prepared to pay for the

hostility, as well - th f v ehiefalith@@ntagonist poses.

3.

Sta an unintentionally deter others suc Y fan be deterred by its

|mag|nat|orL _EI pogent, which do not really

exist. Clever sp mes of decept JUREOTTehey dolT; t fit with what the target
of the deceptlon Iready believes. For instance, Bnitish were convinced of the
r London had

orld that ﬂmﬂ ﬁsig d to support

grou forces and thus |II equpe for areal bi was entirely missed by the

United Kingdom, but the British w/ernment was der pressure by th lic for

q RNINTUUNTINGIRY
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missiles in the later stages of World War I, weireumstantial, and should have actually

rmarfaace, as the Nazi regime had to

rs as such not what a partaker

4.

cognitive abilitie §, such as previous victory,

rather then pres fagls, ‘servesto r 2% 111 apability. Moreover, entities

ht A

might fall victim to thgir owpi*pre-exist pertens and thus are unable to absorb
new information whi¢h wd -"iic o n' Sxaitt@al capabilities correctly.

5. Misevaluatie o-0Offs

Any , rﬁnes at the price of

et e
perceived aggh? sion 0 installing, maintenance and

ts of‘I

updates to the deyices of deterrence, as to maufikality. However, a policy of non-

deteren esylts f r forms, of cost uch_as endency on other

enﬁ Tfor I ca t%gg sw gﬁyﬁ‘pti s of either

ove‘rwfi ence i their own abiliies or can pevedihe party which chooses the path of

non-deterrence to be indecisive ﬁd weak. As snyrmnded effect of a poWneeds
e

AR TRINIWARTINGTRY”
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attempt to safeguard one’s borders comes at tiue-oH of the perception of one’s

belligerence by one’s neighRougs.g( restraipelicy of security, nonetheless of
the \trad "/f werl danger of the presence of a

ﬁ%& and thus has the potential to

prompt their actionzAn.ag gres or’s._.ecism.ttack comes at the trade-off

exposing the reW rria of oneitEeaies, at the exchange of not only
\\-‘S

A%
the other’s percepti l reliabil 0, Ofdiscernment of encroachment of

their own security. & /implementatioradiol Gy can be just as costly as the

6.

Significant . jiffor ti?r?-— :” )5( duelle @flesnvictions. If an entity’s
doctrine consist the @sumption- : ained i liiate threat, possibilities of the
eradication of such & thre ,r;,r..r he : hes the dogma of one’s own peaceful
intentions, signals for instantaneous.Tis gsed. It is not so much what reality

e A & ) )
really preszeﬁ, rg S what one D€ sznformatlon contrary to
one’s believesris-often-misinterpreted,-misperaewejustignered. In order to maintain

gdestined to be persistent

et ]

to hold fast oqi” ne’'s conceptsse woyoractice s beneficial as it avoids an

L]

a coherent S [
overload of stimuli which has the potential to it irrational conclusions which lead to
sud S Fp ith t eqtial i ects. ot hand, such
de nﬁa noti@n d Vigligns fre pergegtidn officonsiderable
inte Wnce. A policy of deterrence which mighte

ne potential aggressor is therefore
likely to be ignored or misinterprgifed by anothapmm, as others also fathim to

ARTRINIUWANTINGTREY”
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deterrence has the potential to discourage evargida-maker. One target of deterrence

! ed on that entity’s principles and
inspirations. As suchz=on: “Eradibili ctive policy of deterrence, is

e navy is not likely to be

its territory is outsi > nava Blever that dogma very well can
ilinissiles which threaten its
thedgther side’s convictions.

7.

fglerstenplerative recognition of

| Aigfatcan possess cognition of an

pdedrsts for such a decision are too
onvgying the notion to the

aggressor that the-target-of i he-aggression 1awate-of-the at, and thus an attack

would be st -,: Cognitively well aware

of the low prqn bility o

trade-offs, such as,domestic political unrest, ecto pressures or strategic disillusions.

f iled which led to
opﬁ ﬁ ionjing'J $941 a time
a hav

ecision of non-attack woul e been mmoperative and thus, would have

aufséear | f the perceived costs of

av0|ded the cataclysmic outcomeffor Berlin. Av0|cta ssential decision nt thus

AWTRITTIT ATINEA
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8. The Credibility of a European Nuclear Deterrent

%/fi jon like tegiee themselves as the
: ; &and success, cultural diversity,
democracy and goedsgoverfiance. Ghich @ on Judeo-Christian ethics

and believes. HW ' sary. [Eremhath Korea, is not necessarily
'H“-.\-

constraint by the s _ \S wagliBtepded to be of good means, e.qg.

promoters of politica

equality, social de hc'Ogaan Union is unlikely to be

Ny,

iy
C

interpreted in se believe systems, e.g.

theocracies such -5'.1 i nOlit] gal philosophies such as the
People’s Rep jusly contract to cultural

.w and nuclear powers
' 're \0 exception; as not just

strategic, e.g. lon ' Epores hador instance pre-strategic, e.g.
short and medium-ra icles I weay exeft@pnagile brunt on issues such as
global proliferation aes in global strategic balances by

way of alliances or treatiege=s '_ |

Fur&e still precisely because of Europe’s Serd-culiyral diversity, a common

“pan-Europeafit
=

threat assessm nts, or requer

pogigevernance, sovereignty,
o
Aen axedbfqﬂzmer conceivably inhibit a

aHuf’d]ci ness needs to be
essqmalizec

common Europee? perception.

fusanens
ARIAINIUNRINYIAY

y a figurehead of
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compelling standing such as the French or U.S.idesy. For an effective deterrent, a

eftmto the perception of not only latent

#idnally, such a deterrent cannot be

#€st umintended, thus dangerous,
given the hitherto rather

as provide little potential

ghtefy, as well as the President of
ahpaanededsarily selected for either
1ge | harighga but rather for the lack of
such. All in ally essful nuclear.d gd%ea\decisive, credible, cohesive, and
intrepid leadershi f ghe 'E g”?'? : y little since its inception
through the Maastric rea /in'1993."

j,t g

ﬂLlEJ'JVIEJVIﬁWEI']ﬂ‘i
QWW%N%WVIH’]QEJ



CHAPTER IV

r,g;,

dsstifipe $Overeignty of the French

territory. The co rench’detel 2 @sNnC 0 “no-war”, as such that any
entity which attemp ' 2 l\-.-'. peeds to be brought ware that
the risk of an af] “rance; outweighs 2 \L.h jjain. The French deterrent

employs the conce mintmal-dis )", [@@8tit has never been in France's
interest to mach of the Antefican-or Sovi misto be independently able to inflict

enough damage on an_a r*'-

two possrb@:

pttedhostilities. For French strategy,

l\i #mnus the adversary

r];ﬁjds to at a n ear epattack would be
ultant and thereby the aggressor would réelter

f uingningmg

Here the French strate‘/ of "tous ou rien vﬂe,arly evident. As

q W"Iﬁ“ﬁﬂ?ﬂﬂ ATINHIRY'
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the population in France, do not perceive the rarcdesenal as an asset of war, but to

predu% Wiar, co Tz{ “W///éy
2. @ -4 =

5 ——a‘;:f‘_—

-

appreciatedistoric terms. French

and the Gefman ionfof Frar ‘ ' evident that the French
leadership afte tilities \$- frontiers as vulnerable,
especially in consi i at.thé new ¢ b .\',‘*-.,.\. barely 200 kilometres
east of the Rhi iver i Ipied|Z 1": e py. The French leadership,

i Lt
. £ S .
especially under .-he.- also painfully aware that

outcomes of both ; m -’:' ( [olkh®Wement foreign powers, e.g.
the United Kingdo 3 :* er- e lihe @hdeates of America to a larger
extend. Additionally, the orr ' cadbrempire (e.g. Algeria, Indochina)
was crumbling away.2 52 ﬁ‘:{ esult i uhich ended in 1945. “La Grande
Nation” W@ 0 ﬁ he French territory,

moreover @ compromised. The

presence of 'ﬁeri ni;iﬁ(:tainly did not help to

alleviate the on of injured confidence and cwuned depeAdence on foreign powers

for the nations’ sﬁ:m Additionally, two Qgcances convinced the leadership of the
i

quifﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂ‘iﬂﬁ

the c@mnfounded ramifications of?e First Indochivar between France and the Viet

ARTANTINA TR Y




36

the United States of America as well as the UnKetgdom in her battle at Dien Bien
Phi. Secondly, the refusal .f

iSeghqwer admimiistn to support the Franco-
British attempt to regai 1956, e.g. the resultant political

bungle for the two _ int further convinced the French

leadership under de=Gay Lattain As thus, the French strive

for anindependw

French trauma an

duton

3. The French DE

Since e th
%

threat to WestergfEurgbe j& acticall ' aVer, in a speech by socialist

i1 -
D, % :f-n 0 ' J'- ation Wasiréluctant to assist Paris unikdlg
especially with groundiffoopsy as rengwegjdi ‘; Caitation With, CRille, which supported the North-
Vietnamese rebels, as to ay®id a reg on thate e Koream\War just a few months earlier.
Furthermore, the Americagfand EA giverged largely: the U.S. administratiorswa
intend to preclude a “domino” I Another was feared to “tumble over” into
communist control; as such an eSte driented regime in Vietnam after the withdabw
of the French forces was envisagec hand, saw the conflict in Indochina as a
“colonial” conflict, and were.perceive ong and costly war. The Britishrave
opposed againsgmili prio d at fife Geneva Conference in
May and Jul / P E den, felt that the long-term
security in Soptige an Dy shot-term military acsio
As the Eisengwgl s \{f BA, and the UK can

® Albeit extensive logisti@@l he

effectively deter |_' ied | 9.@ ecided not to interverteé
crucial battle at Dien Bien Pht,™ e*French defeat in the First Indochinar\but
marked the final e of the fall of the Frenclooml empire in places 1 as Algeria, Morocea a

Tunisia. (The Pentagon Papers, 1971)

e d‘i i ndsitselfin @ ohi a jeint. Americ repeh:-British

ells sid u S tern allia t any éutur

Iy, for G S. the z €a namigisignifieanc t Mucheore so fer th
¥th pping‘routesfo an thesMiddle Ea Europe®The EiSénhower

ecided that the risk of Americaiitary intervention, e.g. the support of imperiglisr

in wdadilive many an b leader into Nasser’s ag.
-urthermore, the potential of confli th \WUnion, which orted Nasser's Egypt the
' j Reli e 1 tl ‘ ,land
eargd réferable gpti D ]




37

Prime Minister Lionel Jospin, on September 1997ated that ".... it should be noted
that the nuclear deterrent wa ther Ergatectoinceived purely in the context of the
Cold War."(Boniface, 1998)Elowey 84 l@per on defence states that the

possession of a nucle gk i 1ce’s autonomy and to defend her
SR :

attacking France would be

recourse to all-oy ghakiVablesas & polliottion™Mhe document clearly states
| ! o e

that the strat ce 1SN0l [@datdara spegific threat, but to assure

France’s soverei i r ticiealitc ‘ dependencies, its air space
:~i pamiains undirected, especially

since the disapp 3- S\perceived to come from many

diverse directions i ormsy s of this, Russia still is in

possession of an endormo] s 'stockpites apovea and as thus Russia’s weight

remains unrivalled by ther | wﬂ ationickvh France’s strategy seeks to

f—"" .-* 3

counterbalasn e b i3 e tro
weak (Franée ,."T".'.'.T:‘-"I"""‘"::":T:’"T.,-

Beijing’s lead dérs
g_—ﬂ

riginal concept that a

ise, which allows the

)emographic weight, also
|

of threat'n® OHteedrr territogy) but to her interests (e.g.

has the potenu
Africa). This is an additional possible exampleaofveaker party deterring a stronger. It

ther Fran to avoid any
I bIa m p i sponsible to
d|sr rd the prospect of a hlnese hreat indhg term.  For these reasons, France's

nuclear deterrent is remains to befperceived B]H&B

QW']Mﬂ’iﬂJNW]’mEI’]ﬂEJ
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4, The Public Perception

‘ Wngappearedsupport the consensus. The
Simons Foundation’sse _' N gl i nuclear weapons reveals these
remarkable findings=é . j &Eeive the use of their country’s
nuclear WeapoW ‘ ainst aily ttack [question 6a] (British

respondents: 28,

to feel assuredds Iclea f OistioMT%al. (U.S. respondents: 47%;
British responde L just 39.0% of the French
respondents “Telt t d" globally [question 8]

(American resp any French, 38,1% of the
respondents, also 2 nuclear arsenal puts their

accords to demote lis rhe! ifppmEsfion 12a] (U.S. respondents:
37.6%; British respon . 35 ’ nons ?\ iaM 2007.
e '
Studies of public o ! Viitterrand’safice revealed that despite
iepappeared much less concerned
»o er Western European

nations. Tht fitheir country’s nuclear

strike force, ar@as .S@rotection.

Addltlonallf hmdespread suppor tloece de frappevent along with the

USRI nT
ARIAINTUANING1AY

France’s status as a.atcl

about the @



39

That attitude of the French public led to two adtgive interpretations. Firstly, the

rthermore, the deliberate

ambiguities o j0C I‘H hah: he Sublic to imagine that if an
international ar i pasiehfictense \polds renounced for the U.S.

L}

conventional an

%cu Juarantees, A -'."-\\- stently pursued a course of

! !;Jﬁ L

national self-relia nseot ;f i /ntere , pI@tests against nuclear weapons
. . q T gl .

and their delivery sy, s suehpublic priniocl@gr deterrence turned into a myth

that the French citiz€ns ,.r,.r_. 1 firsval, at least within the borders of

)

their motherland (Mason,-19889 ;

5.

What i
nuclear deterrer‘ﬁthree major politanstieRPR Rassemblement pour la

f}ﬁmafl AN T,

cialist Party (PS) original* hedged oppoaitto nuclear testing in the Pacific,

QRN IR Y
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not to the concept of dissuasion. However, duriregpresidency of the socialist Frangois

Mitterrand (1981-1995), nuclearjdete wasralmquished. Since the termination

of French unclear testinguiNiO95% fie i PS were completely diminished.

rties‘suc hle@rhational, extreme-right): PCF

(Partl communlste‘??i'”_‘ ft); & d thﬁ@slhe Greens, centre-left)
[ ' however this does not prevent

such parties ). parties mentioned above

which support th

It was notgti Iniste ':;. lain Juppé (RPR), revived

iitj dlogrine lbetween France and the

United Kingdom, : ‘_ par t '-\o x\ "-__o a shared deterrent, but at
least discussi ! ?'4 Sion i infPRrtners? Might not adopting a
single currency ar ) Serman contrée ience’s perception of its vital

interests?”(Boniface o — , \

aded, Europeanizedear doctrine was

a. Although French

mii’

er Hﬂjh international criticism

effectively terminatg, y the lifting o R.nuclear tests in 1995 followed
by severalytedifs £
leaders to kt M

for the Europiﬁj sec

but also the cOricept of an extended nuclear @steim parti

s benefit, but useful

ar, and nuclear weapons

in general. Pans‘h@everely miscalculded thel lef sensitivity towards nuclear

FUHMNHNIRHING

in most of France’s partnar countrleseerﬁﬂy in Germany. Furtherm e many

QATaNN I IMTINYTN Y
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additionally suspicious that a French offer of adpean nuclear deterrent would involve

0 ce’'stpars in Europe.

The French leadérshipsSee rgdeterremeesssary to assure the
country’s security ek s an : a@id confrontation, whether

conventional or ryglgar i : { urtope see it at most as an

considerable financial implicatiofs

her for civilian or military
Remcounter harsh criticism.

',

( eROlcy which both supports
a national nue b.under the NPT. Such a
broad framewor ' d: ’ - )OSH 'f‘a_ ear armaments such as the

communists or'the " .".-’r"- ysterallsince with the PS. This was

especially evidentgri years, of eehabitatior cques Chirac (RPR) as president

of the French Republj Lio f"_--“-f:- P)ra@e minister (1997-2002), whose
L

cabinet was composed "-?: >ft-wil .& petwte Parti socialiste the French

Communist Party (PCF)l the e LeftliBal Party Parti Radical de
Gauche,PRG), ag ulist left igffovement was formed

Mouvement* [Epublicain-et-citoyeMBC)The-heed-of-go: ment solidarity forced
w A

political par! STC 3 nuclear defence policy
into a compronilﬂje which co ted of:

ik ‘wal dissuasion,

AUEIN gnangng

3 a relation betwqh the French nuﬁr arsenal amolpEan

ﬂW’]ﬂﬁﬂiﬂJﬂJ?ﬂ’mEﬂﬂﬂ
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4 an active pursuit of nuclear disarmament

N

6. The Active Pursu Disarm

piciconcept is critical. The

French nuclear ats dd 'shert,rageStwategic ballistic nuclear system

with a range, ' as. v y systems, which were
decommissioned, 3-respectively to counter a possible
Soviet attack. and werei tr ‘ ~ a¥ast “warning-shot” before
' I ,-.i"‘-._n_ of SRBM, which are
f"ﬁ ught to repel a Soviet invasion

es could infringe French

territory. An estimate o :eﬁ,.;_.i:'r ag thmegyof the Cold War easily reveals
that such a confrontatio d-have plactinviWest Germany. A leading

i ortéed
German officer was rep ﬁr_,_;— J;

and had a hti '

ierrange, the deader the Germans.”,
'n continuation of the

concept of wat-fighting-cerainly-would-have-pretaha-politicat/ consensus among the
French partle$2: o
— j—lt

I {l

Public acciptance of French unclear weapons polayperhaps be related to its

sy i u 0 f i iZal iniern adi estige in a
brﬂrﬁeﬁso iﬂ) lelly iZﬁ:ﬂmoﬁﬁ;nal defence
poliﬁln recurrent opinion polls, as well as congd public tolerance towards high
defiance budgets as well as rem‘kably low levElrgffyevasion. Secondly, fiightheory

ARHRNTUARTINETRY-
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umbrella, thus significantly distorted the conceptdeterrence, that the possibility of

aggression towds French teritol cluded. “Nuclear pacifisglates to the

deliberate ambiguities of the
ine that if an internationatmed
own nuclear potential, has
lwithdraesagown national réduit (fortified
defence). Clae ifism g‘;" aablehe, idea of the Swiss armed
neutrality. The ot Bjce was further propagated by
3 S least within the borders
of their motherla 4 iblie/sees U.S. political leadership
and their deb ity y,.t . \ was not affected by the
American conce imitedh Raglear 'ce - which was significantly
responsible fop# el . § her Western Ete "-E\s Whies, especially in keeping
the “le tout ou rie i thi I ' Mies at the heart of the limited
deterrent. Further divs ,"",’ enc Genig@ys are also apparent. France has
been lucky in the 2 gredraterial destruction and political
occupation as suffered t

lost sovereiﬁy, e
century. k -

eVgy, lasting trauma was not to have

”taﬂshed twice in the 3D

therrﬁ partles (PRP /UDF/PS

and PCF) allowed, French pollcymakers great ressui@ managing public responses to

men without major opposmon thus gavenEe

A stronm onsens

- ing oppgsition to their
te t ﬁue uclear energy
, apparent “immunity” form the

nuclear debates that have pladed nuclear poI| k other Western trles

ﬂWﬁﬂ%ﬂiﬂJﬂJ?ﬂ’mEﬂﬂﬂ
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French “nuclear nationalism” has supported twatesl developments:

lithive effective sovereignty

that only nucléar. ns lara 3 /Chie ""I“". would lack the authority to

p the National Assembly”(Debré,

es which forbid it — even

1 e

in France. D deﬁl)ns are taken by a single
aze, 1984)

‘o )
P I NN T NEING
head @f . is Enyself fAllde pend ination. All resffis only inert
a |

matte®’ (Mason, 1989)

AR TN INGIAE

man, and qui — otherwise it does not make naasise.” (
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The Fifth Republic is also referred to as “nucleaynarchy”, as its credits the

French president with discretiog

e s jn degeand foreign policy unheard of in
me @mmnstltutlon the president is the

commander in chief ofe ', fmed force arder them in and out of action,
.’-;_

and can do so vi but the chiefs of staff, his

s become accepted that the

president alone ¢ on 1an miegit, forces into action. (Cohen,

. the right to secrecy that
covers these, isi y- 1e Ve, ol ey , provides the French

president the widgst Igtitudle” ’, ast R e (and quite possibly any
& i - %,

L ind\the use of military force.

former Easternartylles S WE _
?;f 2 Sp@nsibilities in the hand of the

However, the constitutig

1; [

prime minister, who isgihe he@e*of thi
the coordination of % II thie ff"r 15” gl

security responsibilities. .As*longas;
LT NT sreen
collaborate;~suc nization ﬁbsence of any such

doiahatil®nal defence and responsible for
bydifferent agencies with national
acleskient and the Prime Minister

relationshipypewer can very well

2
—

Nucleant onsensu

O the ajer=rrench paq sists of three essential

pr|n0|ples F|r , . Minimal Deterrence” adequake deter dlrect attacks on France’s

nati rejto ent with the
erre c%h by the ucl ﬁceSneed only be
propgitional the France’s value as strategic stakée international system. Secondly,

the “le tout ou rien” doctrine dﬁnes the minim eterrent Aaliog to

qRTRITIU HWTINYTRY
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nuclear, as such the to manage any crisis Frammferity perimeter is to deter the

-0f- nothlng choice is based on
confllcts would prove too
ing, the number of nuclear
assets must be_limi unvi : ention to France, and thus
' thinking is that even a
v-};\., upeepale spite the apparent imbalance

strategic defences of a

.

in strategic reso | renchse \.'\.‘

, dutthat 1 mately are not sufficient

to protect ‘soft’ ta . Q8. f'; abdafidgaihst'@%eprisal counter force attack.
e \ \

Thirdly, the. e {;Vg 3 biguit .\ qw@jor element in the consensus

. £ . \ | .
of the main Frenc _"‘u‘f.‘:.. e usadebath conventional as well as

thermonuclear resoutces TS essentie @$ France is neither to identify the

conditions under WhICh &}:‘J—I‘!r;u ed@pplied, nor the adversary against
whom such-t@e Fre D. Trelement of ambiguity
is majorlyga Conthe conviction_that the Frescheretgn d security would be

compromls oA o pfigéitions to either NATO
=
or the Germaﬁtp ally to autome Shgage the <Eh Iltary forces should a

confrontation W|th a superpower become reality. $Agh, strateglc ambiguity is a

uence ench view that deterrenceotdreshared: that

[ the decision

is a direct
rance is not to

rely on others for her national s@itvival, not cah Iy on France. In t aullist

q W’Tﬂ“\? ﬂ“?mﬂﬁfi TINERY
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territory, referred toas sanctuaire nationaler the ‘first circle’ of France’s defence

perimeter, and Fraes vital inte®sts pe her borders, effectively Germany, er th

“second circle”. taeks;hred eemittal biological, nuclear or

conventional, on Frencheestagp: |ately trigger a nuclear response,
-n.&u__ "

however the thresheld defined: eyond her national borders

Ical views and parties to

pick the enem ige; 5 %h& socialists and obviously

socialists and

.a,

. AT
Washington. ctively, -;u:_*“ o1 o) 1. b U ty Allows for a consensus on
nuclear deterrenceff a ]O pa --rjg-_ ¢ torbstfact Nature of “strategic ambiguity”

L ; .. R ! . .
dissimilar strateglca d holitical percept LarxiStlnder one nuclear  “umbrella”,

ity m"

e.g. all major pomts of di tieS have been covered up for

years, and in the case, pngnth@r currents within the party.

:’Lﬁ he #2OW) ity isﬁdeed a balancing act

However

[J N"the Germananathe o . S petn — ‘

which per

il

-

caat
o

e
| i
8. Nuclear DeUJrrent and European Defence I

AUEINBYI TR

consqlerable part of their sovereignties by thesptance of thedcquis communautaite
of all the member states and the ﬁoptlon of theojteggl/lonetary Union (ENMIWIby 16

A WITRNTRANTINE TR Y
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associated with perception of national sovereigatyl awareness of national pride,
5 tgf eyolye atersibly, as to allow overcoming for
/ ' cal unity, rather than economic,

@%@pean deterrent needs to be an

.——-'-fi

o,

*-ﬂ national issue, which

apgefelteenAlthough France did not

deterrent as proffered by

N ,
e ] ~
3 SHaEIE
™, -,
e ,

!
\

alle$sp ok stibistitute. As such France sees its

Il.,
Y b

etition @M ATO’s nuclear umbrella
Y

L ! .
\ Sk tl 6h see their nuclear deterrent
\ 1
: \;- d Rek vital interests within the

lear detease \a
/ \ i

darticular, 'a,"'wa ance can assure for her own

et to the Western alliance in

security, albeit Frang€'s stance foware O aBfl determination to maintain an
S g

independent policy of not justnuctearde
Frengh le ngl ilepfiingl the 1990s. The

French dissefhination-oi-European-Unity,-especialiyiegaidst© the Franco-German

once defence as general.

relationship, Whi |!0_!?|. the French definition
of nuclear dis%sion as a policy orptrely alcinterest.Mhough the French white
paper on defence‘from 1972 reiterated the purpbsbeoFrench deterrent as of vital
natieg@l gpt Sg i f S imits of French
AN IR A S
Frang, and is hence deterred effectively. Thedfréamy Chief of Staff, General Méry
went in 1976 so far as to speal&f a “broadenettg@li, which caused conl@igerable

RIRAATWUMN TRETRY
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president Mitterrand that France cannot acceptorespility for the security for the

whole of Europe. The defence ryof 1984rb) stated: “A European nuclear
doctrine and European_al rﬁﬁa‘mhievame when there will be

European vital inter side ed as eans and understood as such by
others. Until then, Erapge.dO8si not igfend @I defence resources in such a
field under anyW 4os) %

The & _ nuclear weapons in
numbers small ( , 5 " but to exclude nuclear
warfare, was-origingly détefmined -j D 2 \ as since a political and
diplomatic neceg€ity. glhgfFgench r}-' P\ Unhe Moo many nuclear weapons
would devoid theirgfatiahal »,. 1% cléai’: too many nuclear
weapons kill theglf altgfettier. .:tf _

| f riﬂé;
The indepegtie of t- N auclearidksemggl ArQN allowed France not
only to dissuade the gPviet hreat-durin vohatReyCold War, but also allowed the
“Palais de I'Elysée”, .g. esidency of 1 epublic, to peruse a relationship with

Moscow which was distin
Without debititatia

arisonother West European nations.
'thfstricted nor inhibited

in the relatipirio-eithei-superpower-rFuithermeiance’s-polity-0f minimal deterrence

did not compeék eat arsenals such as those
-t ,

« I
of the two H perpowers, DUt atowed™ France theﬁa@f a nuclear power.

AUINENINGINg
QRN IUNRIINYIAY



CHAPTER V

e-and ristidParty) won the 1987
bour Party me.lde opposition
nicial"bo dens implicated by the
palgiwhich ended in a calamity
i Seperformance during the 1987

party's-ant FHICP ) ] ly five percentage points
of the electorate. 4 0 uré ity v\ ed to revise its ant-nuclear
stance, which 0 eV|d f’ﬁ; pulardé D9: 23-56).

In its 19974 , -ab '- _ \-o preservation of the Trident
SLBMs (Submarine| #au -'-—-—ﬂ.;-------'- iles)W@hattb the four Vanguard class
. . _fﬁ{% 1N .

SSBNs (Ship Submersibfe=Batllistis whichngitutes the British nuclear

deterrent in the new mil -j’ ! :, o .'

gdethe relationship to NATO, and a
; tﬁ: security interests and

= d .
BUr (Party, the new Prime

“strategic e
defence n -
Minister, Tony;'jé_ a IIIE ehce Review), which led
LHJ the number of warheads carrieldoand tlﬂ'ﬁlfour Trident submarines

form 96 down to ‘ﬁ ! is reduced the number, of wads by one third, although it was

AWV WEINT

vehl the American built Trldent missile.

ammﬂmumqwmaﬂ

to a decrease
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The number of available British warheads was apprately 400, which was

bqut 300 untber previous Conservative
,abmed the number of warheads to
flarsenal as the smallest of all the
former USSR, the People’s
[@iemmined in the NPT — Nuclear

afless then one percent of the

Althoug NEr lgleapon system, the Trident
missile, the 19 e NugleatarSerde degleyable in a “sub-strategic”

role as an option ( lear, strike \hig not automatically lead to a

2. The Concept of MigimuntNucle

The concept of “mi ;:ﬂfj';, ace” waisoepzed by the operational

terms of th@ur - to exacerbate a crisis

in the cas -'L" rines were not to be
X il, Ly . .

operated intensiyely per bpat, and with the missiles

kept on a low Mjel or dormant, state of alertjclwould p : quisite days to attain full

operational statuit

AU mum ...

Vanguard class boatdiMS Van.bard HMS Vict us HMS Vlgllarm

AWTRNTTI TN ITINYTAY
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Although only a few years in service, the Labouvegroment demanded for preparations

Myvas unwise for Britain to

abolish the ng ; ; it €@ Aued that the expenditure
would be consid ervesta afdréspartitllar purpose, the debate was
listless and wit ibli (s ‘ A,,“& ",_,\- t --' the Conservatives was
necessary in the I - f JSsidencin he Labour Party was slight at

best.

e of thetigiri nuclear deterrent comes

MﬁCIyde(Royal Navy,
cottish National Party

(SNP) (Sc i _
e | ]
nuclear deterrenge then tHe' wrRetiSodParliament opposed by a 71 to 16

ical about the need for

vote a renewal f Trident, with most Labour membaeatsstaining and only the

# HEAH ﬁ%%fwmwsrzxz
ﬂW’]ﬂﬂﬂ’iﬂJﬁJ%ﬂ’JﬂEﬂﬂﬂ
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3. The Economic Implications

aintaired the Atomic Weapons
WE ianaged by a consortium, in
d Martin. Although the UK
S. specifications, this in
RCeAgreet (British American
overnment announced an
cHee d safety of the warhead
i - of three years were
budgeted. T Sf anticipate -w r investments, with the
cost of AWE at A greasen? 0 x ish defence budget, for the
maintenance & ‘ ' ‘ﬂ‘. 5t cost is exclusive the
purchase, maint Afic/iglih Trident missiles and the
operational costs of \

Britain had |n|t|ally f- J}‘ ﬂq--. g D5 niliss from the United States. The

approxima eiurr 5 50 | 10 aI‘Est firing over the years.

The Labourgevernment-decided-to-participate-intitte—iif e=oxjefsion program for the

D5 missile te.éxta 2040s. The costs for
— | s

the extension m gram IS"€ : 50"Millwhich would allow an additional

twenty years o o eration, and thus any demsmracsmccessor needs not to be made

“”“ﬁTﬁmwﬂmwmm
ammnmummmaﬂ
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4, The Public Opinion on the British Nuclear Deterrent

manner which serves i ¥

— | -
the German rew thought thwmd apply its power in a
‘ rasti]
I'\ .

When askedgifthe”Use/o \ 1 mintry would be justified,
16.9% of the B#tish €Spg wactual war, and 28.6% of
the UK respondepiS reglargedithe-asese : _ 8 &, deterrent against a possible
attack as perp#iSsible” THE Same ques \ Anc o respective favourable
reactions from t Frefic r o 2 tivR&approving retorts from the

U.S. respondenits [qusti i‘*‘f’

Furthermore, 4G88% ofthe- af::f‘-' pondeé nts eged that they felt saver in the

knowledge that Britafh p@gSEsSes au ppOMs. Esult is akin to those from

Rhench respondents

% ‘@
responded
tr,é'é les that would reduce or

L

would not be i@,

eliminate the,l tion’s nuclear arsenal. ese figsli areﬂ'ﬁjearly convergent to the
equivalent Brltlsh‘eaiiments (35.7%) [queswxzhe Simons Foundation, 2007)

ﬂuﬂ'mamwmm
ammnmummmaﬂ

sition, and as such it
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5. The British Rationale for a Nuclear Deterrent

The rationale for thes ".‘ ! i ion of a lmar deterrent has been
consistent, albeit the )2a ANCeE ﬂ ats. In stark contrast to the
French perception ofeRug] i ige or benefits to the nation’s

—7-- ry ‘ - - S

The British ificiplg foxltsysmeall"n@el deterrent is the concept of

“multiple decigi which, the INarth falice would gain strength.

This concept ha istentiy=adherat A9 30s, by governments of both
parties, Conse i\ 7 and U ch lges brought about by the
end of the Cold r : ‘*.,\ ‘ ajesty’s government has
complete confiflenc U Susecurity =.=‘v..¥ tia*adversaries might be less
so. A second ci Iclear ~de : n withNATO, especially one

geographically clos bablé-con yofudfer convince an adversary of the
alliance’s determination -"?‘;21‘55— selidBritish view is that an antagonist
might be prepared to sp - gele especially should in regard to
issues wh'cmm' erc

opponent [§ _";inmn Y. erican and a British

ashington, but that an

deterrent siF elf_'
stated in 1981M... that | would“feel"mere tharoach of di{%

clear policy of n?-commitment to Alliance strategyere the only West European

nu ram (b1 i Tu whi epsgand for the
AUUINONG RETAT

Wesun nuclear deterrent cannot be restricted single national entity, in addition to

ARIANTAUINIINEIAY

der Margaret Thatcher

mfort if France, with her
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the credibility of such a deterrent needs to bevimmng not from the deterer’s

perspective but in the perception tydalbterred.

Despite the o eCle ritisbtelrent served no nationalistic
ideals and is to be SeeR ely lipke , €.9. NATO, much debate on

the British deterrent wa ‘ : endence”. The possibility of
‘ gaized in the context of an

European crisi e Cold War or Russia in

the predictable :‘--,,_- the political spectrum,

attempted to"argu g’ B -nuclear, deten - ot designed to substitute the
nuclear potenti itdd States.ps SUcBERitish deterrent is perceived as an
. S \ nucear forces; as such the
he ohe hanolh of NATO, which is able to

\ .
_ }‘ ached from the Western alliance.
L/

Although co -_,.f-‘-":' o tQMthe Westalliance is further
rff-f. o

underscored by the conset jove WS’ peonis® host American nuclear
weapons on British terrll ' # ient Labour Government agreed to

Deys @ . aiia to apprOX|mater 160

let the nu

Those bombers
P

Soviet Unionlil}d the arrival 0 ose add

nuclear payloads‘dld not initiate much of a debate

ﬂiﬂm NENTHHAN G

n talks in November 198?however brougl;mm opposition to Amerl bases

AWTANTTITN IMTINGTRY

a, argets well within the
et}

onal ek'mamlli mbers, along with their
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targeted against the presence of American forcesual, but was rather caused by

t initish@ attack from British bases

A ainf decision” making process
between the United Stalgs.a y eti-four percent of the British
d dual-key control, which is
Seleatieapons based in the UK at
ans, the U.S. nuclear forces in
Britain are perceive '8 e ”"' merican-British strategy, as the

L %

meiBial of 192 SLBMSs, are

that time. This per ' ation, byire caliean

The most rg : tic ] 5 that the \ is rendered irrelevant

by the presen efJAmer j‘:{; errent . _:,‘ eption was a cause for
gsoBilion to U.S. bases in the UK

v : u\_.L jarces, lest Labour would have
been perceived in lajr@f7any prote gai8hreat from the Warsaw Pact.

However, that was exactly= Our Partyvegad in the 1987 election

p " T
campaign. Labour oppe ﬁ' a, lveheoffensive in form of the
American ,-" e A ;G n in the form of the
Cpnservatives and the

Labour’s subﬂue siﬁuﬂunquestionably brought

about a transfawnation in the Labour Party manifest

. i
I8S 1 € V, 2N U r rrence soon

RanﬂNuclear Forces Treaty). Since the tensiotveelka the Warsaw Pact and NATO

ARIANTAUINIINEIAY
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appeared to ease, no immediate changes to thelBmiticlear deterrence policy appeared

to be necessary.

With the fall ofsiffelSevie P onalizat for a British deterrent
became more intriea »:x., immeack thr aapd to have disappeared.
Nonetheless, Bri'@rl-,-_ﬂ'_‘ he Gold C___‘—'?‘Fsecond centre of decision-
making” for her nu efence, Malcolm Rifkind

(Conservativ there could be a major

conflict in Europ g which did not involve the
vital interestS of t i ing the " ] 009: 42) However, the
successive Briti [ \Vit 4 ashington’s commitment
might be doubtful, Jnited 3 t0lqu &""_E either unwilling or unable to
intervene. Althg . usuch . fkgia ien indistinct, the occurrences
of 1956 could 'be_t siprecede ICERAS*SuGhB Sl nuclear deterrent needs, in

addition to its afffliati A 1 S.Wem@an nuclear strategy, to be

BgebtsJover the period 2020

Jepgduclear proliferation

continuﬁﬂ and 'Sareebeing enlarged and
modernfzed; and there is a potential risk fromesgonsored terrorists armed

with nucle‘\ﬁ)ons "(Freedman, 2604

ﬂ%&%ﬂﬂ%ﬁ NHYIAT.

to Ia the element of credibility in comparisonth® American security guarantee. For

Britain, the French security Eolli which is basadeationalist notions af@i#on the

AN1INEIE
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concept of a national sanctuary, as well as thereli@ncy in the balance of forces in

comparison to those of the Uni sjand msideration of potent threats such a re-
/ aerssue of nuclear deterrence.

nt is astoundingly analogous

emerging Russia, impe

However, them

—

to the French vindﬁ:’gﬂln;/"

as the ulti ge ‘n.\" UNLE -7""'«.‘; ufituclear weapons guard

dempith by nuclear forces

Nadyafiglithreat or coercion. They

oisa realistic option, by

%,
",

BspeatanSithat would far outweigh

6. The Rationale §@r a 4------54':rf’74:'

The British not onl errentantext with the North Atlantic

Treaty Orgag zatl rthermoré daditions. where Britain would

deem herst letached from-her-alliance par - f
t il a2
o)

=Pote timbUSrance might not put
themselyes at risk of a nuclear attack in ordeleter ttack on the UK or our

allies. Our‘e ion of an mdependWentremﬂe&r decision-making makes

F'mﬂfl NBWINELIN. ..

orces therefore create an enhanced overall dateeféect.”(UK Secretary of

QW']?ﬁm I NNIINEIa Y
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This statement by the Secretary of Defence cleauljines the official British

perception of the nuclear d anegnsiguncertain future developments
where support by other / Btates and France, might not be
forthcoming. /

a‘
ﬂﬁ&%les as to define the British

Furthermorg

2. Limited . The Uk ’ . ; _ . amtainly the minimum
Mjectole of deterrence.
C

3. Deliberate a ity:=The=bK-dc 0 Ige trcumstances under which

the use of nucleaf-weapons. is #ered, nor doesRoyal Government
disclose the se ,r-?',.? .;_,w pployment tbé nuclear arsenal.

Cortau B € Not ruled out.
- ——— 8-
* oo & ;&i;ent is seen as a

t 'bli_F;B t 'ﬂj‘
contri nto rea 1]

Independe‘ﬂrsron centre: The h governmmeaintains the perception

FW &3 rm NINBANT
9 ANNTUNRIINYINY
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Especially relevant is point three above, wherst fise of nuclear weapons is not

ruled out. As such, the Briti ponsictcdne used as a pre-emptive asset

rather then a purely pre

The British &w

French model as such.as.a)-the Briti ' an implicit part of the North-

Atlantic alliance, €.g. NATQ ) gar weapons could potentially be

applied for a irst? rikggder latiorr ral can piguity. This differs vastly

from the French g@@hceptiog’ G Tl I : jse of nuclear weapons is
contemplated as jugiffiagle pYy the ot ftNésphyatign a national sanctuary which is
to be shieldgd” by’ ah i = feigh, WthuSghtsdla nuclear strategy.

ﬂUEJ’JVIEJVITNEI’Wﬂi
QW’]Mﬂ?ﬂJNW]’mFJ’]ﬂEJ



CHAPTER VI

dderplBlec of Germany
Séxnan (BREundesrepublik
West Germanydvbeui

elamunity), alority Wrance,

n D \ _'i",‘
1
- '||

: \ sler, upon ftiiled ratification of
the B e Braf parliament in s

- \ ty, the preaufoNATO. This

desired but grudty accepted by
“albeit Germaulytd pledge to not
@r’s—mwclear pledge).
SeRSUeckilate 1950s. The

.

it wagppsed to allow West

Germanyf to ioin-the Wa o

e "
allowed for the,from Wa gt

@u

il T
se deration efnt@ny’'s overall

@unty and NATO's nuclear defence doctri%. NAGl@nners envisaged

theiu E sweh(German Fede efence Forces) soldiers to beetdan

AU NOVSWEINT

nuclear deterrence but also foreign affairs in ganéuring the decade
which started in th! late 1950s, tactié@i or suatsgic weapdis? were

ﬂW’]ﬂﬁﬂiﬂJﬂJ?ﬂ’mEﬂﬂﬂ



63

considered by many leaders as a mean to offsqidioseived quantitative

W

inferiority of the ventional forces wngparison to the armed
rmore, many savdiployment of
for nucleaheads as the logical

, and thuecessity to avert

uch aghea incumbent
_ Josehuss, CSU —
) ocial Union of Bavaria)
I the Germpegss that the
E merican-made tacticalear

pekpis already present on

fices of the brutal asdsulous
e still was verguch felt in both the
BRD (BundesF ib : dr West Germany) and the DDR
k De \okratisc ermpahy) with reconstruction
'—*rvzm-nrrﬁ;-“-.hv;—.ﬁﬁnvg.-;.}l Infrasmue hardly
BRE-duéheo Marshall Plan;
et | o]
alHu to a lesser-exte e DDR wherH'J‘hardly sumgh help from

Mos w was forthcoming) and German POWSs (Prisonérg/ar) still

f Lt D4 e saC d

tensions of the Cold War, such as the Berlin Bldek§l948-1949), the
Berlin Crisis of 196‘when U.S. and S@lliet tardady separatedifiyfa few

f>}|1ﬁ’]é\*‘lf]’iﬁklll?ﬂ']’)VIEI']ﬂEJ

~
L LCH
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meters with pending commands to fire, faced eabtleroat Checkpoint
Charlie which cum erection of the Bewall.

) M ed conservatigamsat socialists,
Sinfl eeiSagreemeawelea capitalists and
, e

ve defenceypah general and

Vvioesons, such discussions

DD¥ich was to remain
seVerahdes.

A ently opposed by scientific
) pofound themselves in
| ialdemokratische Partei
Aot Germany), which cauted
stliche Dk \ ratische Union Deutschlands
af \ lany) — CSUaaltie to retract its
stance’on nucleararmam e West Germandroidpe CDU/SCU
electoral vi _,-a‘“ I % enewed thewdisions of German
: pasgionatetyested by the
movement-which-\as' led dyiiclear-physic

\/ ? C
i

‘nddltlon to the apprdlighsion of a nuclear halstin Germany

ﬂ UHARHRTNHS A

with weapons of m?s destruction was although imalihg, base

ﬂW’]ﬂﬁﬂiﬂJﬂJ?ﬂ’mEﬂﬂﬂ

dedicatetinualear
arganizations.
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fear that the such an equipped German military cdwdge aspirations
) t0 fhgl democratic rules laid im theGrundgesetz
: r/ ic of Germany tlee West-German
3 &clear armed @Germmilitary by
@ a Gernuditical landscape

jationalsozialitische Deutsche

-

shGermgy Worker's Party) s@8
ide, of ke tpolitical divide in

e L cpidatiofs emen Germany at the
timegf degPitafl the' ,eeonehdic’ subce®elfdches Wirtschaftswunder
Srmal ec r:;;-u ac ony the nu leak armamehthep German
L
ofl@ Geam nuclear option where

militady. Adbiti nally, .'r_-f_. ‘jf.‘-i \\
more and moredreplaced erall
NATO flan ;r:,-i" g-t =Hf_T

B v T
1T 59  Carmanv.Durnathe Haeiaht of Caold W ensions
§

@flections andherall strategy on
t of the allian@ssets in Europe.

= d

I spohﬁ" doctfires well as the

mergence of the SPD as a greater political poweelher lessened the

> i e’goQCtrj initi ‘ imisiragiong he doctrine
wa istic ass (o] at f oviegu on Burope Ure.
str 0 to et tion p io ons befdrefresortingito nuclear
wear . This™ai to reassure the opean alfigg'maintaining the deterrent {o the' Warsaw Pact

ible response” effectively assured thetaared presence of sizeable conventional forces in
Europe.(Gaddis, 2010)
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intensity of the political discussion in nucleasemals. However, the

NATO -1_ rface-to-Surface” seiles (Parsch,
7 7 mlssnes whaehe capable to be
nion wasught to shift the
he Sovietotunirhe U.S.
pith consaftatwith the NATO
g puble tratidtegy to counter the
Yeliiccessitated s aantrol
ate siand the UBSRain a mutual
‘ . udlear Forcegy. delivery
Ylge of 508500 kilometres;
%3 _ -' deploynoérd64 ground-
eg crhis ﬂf (t- M) With. single waihén addition to

108 shing#s 3;1“{' sileSi The arms cointnegotiations

betwéen -"T’:m I the' Soviet Uniortestan Geneva,

Switzerlangssimrthe: fall of Lhe Reagan adatiation announced a
e, S

ln ed Sjates lvchave agree to

k :.m::;:::;::;:.;.%.i...__—:i.—.iii..._.....:_; gs @hatl in Europe in

t £y, 5-Aa83n3 SS-20 missiles.
— |

is proposalbec Wn as e“zero‘tkfro affer”

f E Soviet delegation Ue arms control negatisticonversely

ﬂ UErT g antIng

nuclear delivery sxstem The U.S. posmon howewass to exclude the

ﬂW’]ﬂﬁﬂiﬂJﬂJ?ﬂ’mEﬂﬂﬂ



67

nuclear delivery systems of both the European angewers from the

Geneva negoti AThi sentlally caused thapse of the Geneva
er 1883nd consequentially the
and Pershing Il mesilwas

a

ﬂflrst Americaruise and

stronglypaged the
sciefitifioups, religious
_ rmany Gbenan Peace
: -" Oyment of thesies. The
2li in a baradox, as cwetre-left SPD
\o?'\\ s..‘ lition withetliberal FDP
ne ?&‘1 ocratic Party) with foreign

-,,1 s-Dletrich Genschermed the
the"§PD/FDP coalitippeared aware

0 only be assured i bloe presence of

® The Soviets fé i stre eapons and delivery

systems, e.guwmi nfavorak liz nuclear ratio imdpe,
and as such t rnps limitation talks with t
West. The MiRistél ish Gromyko, is reported t

have stated: “Im ajaeclear-armed British teigsin

flight. Should it:ﬁa tag? 'l a (3 missneMg Perhaps it wilatarry a
nch, | should not have beetuded in the count.”, ones, Soviets and G&sn

tag saying.
' i jalist Relpush
f Stat@0P0
n und ngs a group of ofiginally 18

(The Harvard Cnmso& 2010)
Germ nuclear SC|ent|sts which demands peace @idan dlsarmament since the 1950s Whlch is still

ammﬂmumqwmaﬂ
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NATO forces in Germany and the inclusion of Gernsamed forces
i¢' dlliance, opposition to thecreased U.S.
limited rangessiies on German
N the left spectraimthe political
use, the equences of the

into the Nort

MEeSPD, as itsaldion partner
P agition, CDLBT, to materialize
\destagunder the newly elected

NGermany (Sozialdenakidche
RIOPOS -.‘; d@militarizadioBurope in order
e 1980s. The méamascomplish such

demilitarizatl suggestion of  “struktuelle
ral inabylitof military blocs to
spelcture, training

urapdo incapacitate

ﬁj] ntiﬁorqme{ive attack of any
=umilitary force in Europe. In as such, the SR's|geas the creation of a

E‘o ecurity structure f‘gof nuclear weapamsd @ pursue the

ﬂ UHI NHNI NGNS

NATO should glve.up the concept of both early ainst ise of nuclear

ammnmummmaﬂ
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weapons. To avoid a preventive attack, all mediamd short ranges

weapons shoul 'ffa led and any nuclear figltdleveapons
itor

. deral RepubficGermany. It was

' )e:SPU tha Fesures would ettseiisuccess of the

litical meand eradicate an

cereﬁepnt military units or

eyl for the statemirtheir
Ses, SWhich were dedigior the
. 4Attery ‘ \ Wlvas foroat of power in
dd his’ich party latecused the SPU
e 0fi 3 “_.\ iaDfe Gerynand the pursue of
: }P g polic \ bt the Sal democrats, whilst
in'oppaBition iftthe Bundestay, the @erman parlientesld discussions
W R : .
with Variogs2Eastern Et contmunist party leadeithout the
‘— A ent, as the SRiddrship was able
.lto ontacts 'r azts alrfiteen years in
k government.—Si INT rapprocnement \ ‘ reachﬁu me SED’

t government.—Sit fa

involveme

E

the East German

48
Héocialist Jnity eA=ciiected ny reci@bovisits and

sometimes close personal relations among SPD arid &fkcials.
Ef the c unjsti f Hungary,

t ore, talks were h |
ﬂ ] I ch Izma dﬁ EE{Jeai d'iian curtain’
ql ‘as to evaluate the possibilities of economic, egiod, and cultural

cooperation. It is gBtable, that the Fegigral govemt, under CRUCSU

ARAINTUININGIA
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leadership, later indirectly took of advantage ofms of the good

contacts prev. ished by the SPD, deshi#eCDU/CSU’s
harsh critj \

le @seq@sPD 's efforts aval®cument

und Akademie far
ED) k1887, drafted

beg f C lﬁg DR theLEaskand tlest\\the paper called

or agfde % - es. Furthéhe document
callgd foffopen’ wgﬁ:y 45 to achiev@ reformtandinate the rivalry
betweg - “systems rop Additionally, thgni§icance of

F

__..r.r TR
freed6m  afiinformation and assembly amartbers were

emphasizeg ly hat the inclusion tefms such as

eI MIIN 7,

t enormous mnternal preadicaments—bharety-tw:. C‘ > m m the fa” Of the
=i -

AU st ey e I

(Deutsche Wledewerelnlgu,ng990) have, albeit the abollsh of the

ammnmum'mmaﬂ
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long dreaded inner-German border brought forwand pesdicaments

for Germany.

ial threat of a Cold Wanflect was replaced

of ‘comp y/edicaments.t@irsince the fall of

Quitai» that e i #€gregated theopean people for
c = sful West Germstates

preefutlys 1"' ito's Yilmoa, during the

offthg’ Qolo ‘E Wrapigiyy -~ e.g. theving nationalist
nsighs gesultant rr I"“'-n“-a‘-“‘ lnzetoslovakia into the
¥
ISt,

Czgth Republic agd Sleyakia in ” * dly, exéterrorist threads,

|
i
‘en

J f’;{ i \r \ ! ,
£.9. I8lan rW - reasing|y '«.\:- d chaksngo Germany’s
seciifity Malbeit. ?f fhat thahegll West Gerraathorities had
effecti mbated terrofish beforg, e.g. thea@xist left-wing RAF

(Rot Ar -*‘" dion R Fattion or Baader-Meinhof-Group)

(Miko, 200 ;._;.}-;- Versely emergence of dieshiand economical

1 PpQ rmany b raotéears in the
k neighbouring countries, e.q. France, the N Je aodmost impotently
'L PO ppedkin tmdia of assurance

-~ b
HH the sect . eutsqﬂlﬁndwhilst avoidance of
apprehension in Germany’s neighbours was esseitia. predicament

; nfoupded by ption that tife duclear umbrella
ﬂ I I ight \;Wst justificati@n, ogm mally view the

oviet threat merely replaced by a Russian threat.

ARIANTAUUNIINYIAY
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2. “Not with Us”

ition te thS./NATO deployment of

additional and upgra / isystems in the 1980s are best
explained by the 4 ” ﬁ a_éemm populace.Deutschland’s
population is in a_state. fectior LC: [ licy from the perspective of
defence. The German i -_‘~ )aSeg.yuch unlike the French rapport

\“\\ ot confuse pacifism as a
L'\"'u.i: ents of 1938 when both

with history.
postulate with p
France and demands because of their

weakness. As eand thus peace necessitate

as ‘the "-.‘-""-,,; The German view of
\ \
hrt o difar Mdin 1939 and the resultant

an / i G&man nation in 1945. Many

seen responsible forg&er *;JJ-ETM,.:, h T8kB1945. Whereas in France the

strength, bot
history in contr

militid ';\»_: T because military prowess is

term “nuclear” has a largely=positive=c ptatiom,particular as it allowda grande

nation to preserve 1e ﬂ. indepen potlettergy as well as the military
sector, th{t} _ﬁ;oned by the totally
negative in@ ; ¢ c_:}s. Demonstrations, as
the witnessedj an;:ﬂave two causes: either a
total rejection L” f the established public systema manifes I tion of democracy, where

the population c‘ Jregly and openly express tbpposition. These two forces were

pﬂumm HNINEINT

conc s of the German populaten (Grosser, l%i)such a clear cleavage between

QW']Mﬂ’iﬂJNW]’mEI’]ﬂEJ



73

the German political scene and the German populatias evident n regard to the

deployment of NATO nuclea y tems. Ashswemy notion of a European or
purely German strategy\ ;Z)/}Idondemned to failure.
é

e— - nd =
3. pHio .,
56.2%-ef1he ma St ni : iom Report on global
public opinion @@*nuglé ¥ IS=i t Wewouclear sharing concept

violated articles a

surpassed by th€ Italj

IO afdeauoveapons is obvious in

w hause of nuclear weapons by

The antag

the response of 768% '

nder any eifcdinstance Blige™@b]. In comparison, 69.9% of

the Italians stated thaithe L : @onst@cceptable, whereas 48.8% of the

British respondents and 4 ,-:‘:,1‘3_*:..- = spasdndicated that the application of

nuclear weapons would f __’f'fa ptabl

P ghe oircumstances.

V. 59.8% of the Germans ans delsSafer in the knowledge

that their c& Aty §

eStion 7b]. This is in stark
— |
contrast to boluthe Fre 7 att|Mes that the absence of a
nuclear deterrent would increase their percepticatety. |

=3 o/

¢ | __
ﬂMiJiians SV})Hev Ivﬁme Iﬁfquie! r@apons as an
objeetlye of high priority for their governmeh ion 8]. This view is shared by 50.9%

ARIAN TN INGIAE
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of the British respondents and only 39% of the Eherespondents of Simons Foundation

\‘Iy/ ‘

|

60% of the Ge % lly eggpdo nuclear sharing under

NATO, and thus beti natisn shg&ate in that deterrence concept,
whether i

as it is morally wrong,. SS or not. [question 12b]. Once
again, the German publie*op
- £/

of the Italians

survey.

Ssgrgent |s more pronounced than that

—

4. Future Optig

s Quo

- \ @h population and the German
he cURr@nt security simanh Europe does
e Current security arnavege. The
gue that NATO nucleaapoas need
As of gust and ciomemt of a
new,-united-Germany ommitmenthbyUSA
[ odel assumhes the
grope aI d thus the Gerneaarisy

guarantee is not amended in any major fashion, amdhus
iS not to cyder acquiring nuclear weaporhis
3 t to an

Fusl FRENIWEARE

viable optlor'for a large fracti of the Germarpplac Ibeit

ammnmum'mmaﬂ
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the manifestos of the major German which call focaanplete

withdrawal ) American nuclear forces fr@@erman
|
terr%\ . /
——— : - '

itment eittafts away
the North Atantreaty

2 dptee as long asvauld be
| ' _ l, but withyaindications
Qés,l ;’!5 y wollld be d to contemplageattainment
ucle !";,_ deterrence, inctutie possibility

clear deterrence.

3 Optiol i fty Structure
a|

sﬁ:s away from Epeoor
|
cease in its existence, Germany co lect to iremaa security

ngement within th or WEU (West EuropeanothiIn

AU i InENINGINT

Additionally, continued integration in a strueturEuropean

qmmﬂﬁ”ﬁiwﬁwﬁ’ﬂ
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Germany’s neighbours of a strong recurf@atitschlandin such a
ng British nuclear deterremigd be of vital
40f Europe. However,aagesurgent

¥ demand equality amonghsa

rmany might stidinsider

‘-‘ Such a propositas already
by Riance, however with lekent
7 permany. Firstly, as lasgGermany

emb: in the North Atlantic alli@, no motive
ide the NATO framekv is

ave-always recmptinat the
pgas an icon of French
. Thlﬂ the Frengyeastion of

the extension of their nuclear dete‘ t to incl@ermany has

‘ﬁn looked at, if not Sligficion, but with puzzlatria Bonn and

ﬂ u EJ %ﬁﬂ“imﬂﬁ?ﬁ dance used
th der [atttm keep

Germany reiQralned as not allow for reunlflcatl

ammnmummmaﬂ
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epitomized by the French Nobel Price laureate Frianglauriac’s
; ¢ Gefmany so dearly that | hopaetwill always

7 - I y at Germany is willino partake in
: K Fand blﬁ s, e.g. NATO’s marship for

n Brigade, a iemtonistrust

appears taigheReliance

, fal rivalriesaiarpersistent. In
Yipassing“Buropean securitytise,
ependent nucledion than to

Defence Policy

today’s Nowdtlantic

agration
: ﬁ mergence amified
Nive Germany realgve
. Such a soehas the,

threﬁ
albeit remote, potential for Berlin to efMibark otridy indigenous
‘ﬁlear deterrence in @sfurope where every state jsrovide

AU TRUNTHUINT
RINNIUANIINEAY
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European integration but additionally is likelydarm Germany’s
neigth\\:ﬂf/f
5. Nuclear Sha@erm*’ “"—-?_,T;————ii

command an weapo x0MM™he NATO membershlp.

The nuclear we DWEVe: i ' jathe proliferation of nuclear
i : lhin NATO was established in
the 1960s, th ‘opeansh allies in decision making and
discussion on nuclg iy ahd dootripe” T hisbée c control”, e.g. political

gix non-nuclear NATO

veto, of the u u \de NATO col n .l'

\

members (Germap Belgiu e Netherlands, \ @eGe, and Turkey) as well as the

United Kingdom Whiciifare si ‘ hilate Ciea cooperation agreements he

demAcommand to be deployed on

for use on aircrafts of nqn ctear-NA _ duptiiesan event of conflict, for instance
German Tornado fig &r-| 8 hdlade. In peacetimes the U.S.
forces ret n-custody over all U.S. weaponry, haaves ¢ .- ctual deployment, the
armed nuclgay Mj once airborne become
the sole respor"" ili erop! "fe (PENN Research Note,
1997)

ﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁ Tl TEder e

arse for the successive German governmentspbdiitive control” on part of German
servicemen is involved, as the Ia‘nch codes mﬁnuclear weaponry, @shvell as

ammﬂmumqwmaﬂ
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the arming of the nuclear devices are the resptliltieib of the U.S. forces. As thus,

call for active polifj afegic "and-financamptitnents,of all member states, were

to bring abou / < a $ 3 long as NATO, and thus

ﬂﬂﬂ?ﬂ&lﬂﬁﬂﬂ’]ﬂi
QW’]Mﬂ?ﬂJﬂJW]’JVIFJ’]ﬂEJ



CHAPTER VII

PRO\ | / ONCLUSION
1. National Initiative_;;\\ //
=, =

A common E detefrentisita b apmaiias the culmination of the

creation of a unifie® Opéan /dafen

y

\

nature of such a gi8delfq
formulated eithef off thie fiwg Y cleaw@d, as to allow for the

credibility of a pgf-Eusopgay

2. The Fourth Pillagf A

When Britain held thé E f-’;" Januafihtoend of June 1998, the then
incumbent British Prime v-:“--' Ste j Sritaught to lead Europe. The British
Foreign Secretary :.‘f"i?_,g carlirer 1897 that the Queen’s

governme@& ' I\?r in Tony Blair and
—_— = ,‘
| i

is thus pre&

1 ally
- il

I J

|
Such an obj ) ve must be understood as an appiaf Labour government to
distance itself frfn& euro-sceptic attitugeghef Conservatives. As such the drive

to S neesdismay of t nservati r atiohsitoar@s the Europe

andﬂitain’s role within the EU ?mained highlysdordant. The Conservatives were
[ i r | ie fi ‘sellingt” i p I

As for the choice of subject for the Blair govermnéo make an impact on the

European institutions, defence rather than otheasa of EU activity, such as
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agriculture, economics, social or political affavgs elected in considerations to the

special status of Britain within Europe.

ghat Britain could assume a

leading role in Eurepean.d i s France, has the capacity to

pronounced mhad the opportunity to

fundamentally Buropean community. The
opiRi SeBgeness of the WEU, “an
organization in sg fole’ the, ¢ er mi-detachment to NATO,

and the detac yascent. | \ 2008 ofte m any tangible military
O

assets, that coulg : " )e’s"PAsSHioN: Hi@lag@rgued by Grand, that Britain
e Epedon in the defence area, and
thus the Blair gov lhar@estsiderable credit with UK’s

partners. Additionally, th g tE hsgovETENt might have realized that it is

e J
possible to.attain evels of go urogean Union as well as
domesticﬁ by admittance of concessions whi @MBymbolic rather than

substantia# il
e
il

Grant’'s proposal ummarlly comprised:

ALY TRUNSWEIA T

her special transatlantic relatlonshlp to Washlngtor
impairmdht of NATO.

QRIANATIA ROINHINY

e Britain ought to attempt to arrange for a compramis
between the US and France, as to aliow Paris eaefili
reintegration into NATO.
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e British efforts to lead to the restructuring of tBeropean

defence industry were not to vane.

i l F opose the abolition of the WEU. pditical
‘ %« sformed as the EU’s “fourtifard,

N iens were included intATO.
----- ey, wgich

€ =WEU members to defend each
Is Treaty of ecomoiocial

wand collective self-defe, would

The benefits of ;| : ;111 on 3?‘-._31;-‘_: would, according to

",

Grant, be:

1 *«, F 5
o § " L i
would' Ui ONits Misery”, as iticapable to
el D e o repicat
ny “f \~ ith were to replicate TXDAs

pillar’) would be reinforcex$ the
ely on its own military asséb

lon S suwh foreign and

£l
il

o

Such a festrictired Elropean defﬂlhce system wettlé the
matter of the European defence identity; furtheemarwould

i ‘ﬁ ' ¥ e | NATIOsssigniiic turope

Pl U ) RV WS-
QI T “fdurfh pi-llar”‘ would enable -the Un.ibn to adoptembers
unwillin or(mable e.g. prediéaments of neu Itb% a
QRN TR ¢
q e Russia'ls less likely to voice Opposition to EUaggement,

particularly, if the military guarantee were notdpply to all
EU member countries, e.g. Baltic States.
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Britain’s presentation of Grant’s plan at the E&rtBchach summit in October

1998 needs to be interpreted in various ways.I¥irste ‘fourth pillar’ idea may have

'yubllc thia¢ UK holds a leading role in

been an effort to convince the

U ardaitcrual of European defence

ed to demonstrate the obvious
ttmeEurope Thus, the Blair
ice and permanence of

Britain’s transatlantic ropagating an independent,

truly EuropeangPath i@Warts de Thirdi the defence dimension
form CFSP (i.eg#Secg ' -. \ C DE possibility for further
development for a0 o ¥ [ : 01‘."'-:.,;:1» olicy, whilst allowing for
constitutional g palftic nsitivitie 2 -"\.\. Well as new member states.
Furthermore, the gfeatic ﬁ&“f fﬁ'_ DI asizing security in Europe,
whilst permittingd NAO, nd th "'ﬁ saentit sential defence function

in Europe. The “f th II?\ fo)elt g’
the scheme’s flexibility '

aappeal to all EU members, as
comigda ngl the security needs,

comprising those otheu fal.and non-al erstiges.

Britaip’s initiative was esser jal gberal proposals, such as the

joint Franco-British—declaration by President ChirandsPrime Minister Blair

declaratio& @il led for an amplified
et | s
independent Eﬂropean A s(clile; eprqﬂ-junced:

opean i ss military
Cﬂ Alli E] ﬂ ag dﬂ Ugion (i.e. EVU)
e given appropriate structures and a capémityelevant strategic planning,

W|thout unnecessary dupllcatlol.' taking accountpefexisting assets of figf\WEU

RRNFNANIIN AR

designated within NATO’s European pillar or multioaal European means outside
the NATO framework)” (Duke, 2000: 354-355).
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The declaration furthermore added that a reinfoer@ of European armed

forces would command a “strong and competitive Baam defence industry and

technology.” ]
. ‘. My/
The St. Malo s ;" 1ent s / ¥ cleathbted Britain’'s change of
attitude towards ip wi and defence. Additionally,

the joint Franco-British_geelaratior acredible European military
aspect needs 10 be uropean nuclear powers.

However, thed@fQuag pblied/in theit ttempiCencecal both some relevant

concerns and p@&sSibl [ 2R Ce i#Rapnd British positions. For
instance, the demé@ndg” fgt fhe Wnior petence for “autonomous
action” whilst g€rforgfingf| _0 itk ¢ '-j‘r-,‘ 3 obligations in NATO”
(Article 2). Such gkioglls a'u"a cl f“‘ I X terpretations, especially in
regard to Long®n’sirag _,,,:"’: SM i rench penchant for an
independent cor enti ’:{-:,-_ L \ rémk, eNlesless, the call for
autonomous action ‘igifers thE&pOSSIE or thef@ipean Union to act where the

] "E",':"_': ence i pssaljcdtion, very well implies the
abolishment of the WEU nd-the este Ament ofrecdlink between NATO and

i,
the EU byj_ﬁan '}- £
) ) / f
Thet i tto a constructive

|mprovementm r Euro tromhd |I|zed by the disparate

Washington may na

ritain over the US and

views of France (and other members of “old Europae‘f@i
| vQlv 'Iraq,. TRIS. i G nilateral actions,
Ie S ; 'fi% gw e’ &e tﬁ ddicated the
Unlqlls most prospéctlve outlook on an ef ectlvecE:xean defence system, for which

without active support of bothturopean permagegmivers of the UN @gkurity

IR HUIAINY1A Y
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3. Divergence of Security Dimension

The EU member states Wlwded into the Atlasticamp (the United

: esser extehd Netherlands),
ﬁimbourg, Greece), and the

-34).

integrationists (Fra

neutrals (Ireland,

The notl
paradoxical. ' areas of low politics —
for instance, trz Jmtglieas of national security.
Additionally, a comg ufity. poli ter H‘z_ﬁ- the very reason of the
existence of th Widual states. h)\ & \ @%ke imprudent because of
three reasons. Fig8 ] he\potentiebt af ise a cheap, effective and
proven defencg®alliag NO! ',' anti ation (NATO). Secondly,

‘ ' ged States to pull out of
Europe and as Such@bromateit -:. [ dpheamtimes of a US budget
about to spiral out ntro _' e -CF€ f B8 ‘n creates a level of division
among the member states; and- iS as ¢ pat oo po demolish the perception of
unity withing, the T '; egsuintegrationist versus the

neutrals) but.also-between the United States amdpeu—a-division which Russia has

“explo ne motto of the first
| s
meric@&and the Russians out

sought to
=

Secretary Gﬂral of NATE

(Schorr, 2009

AU RENTNIANT

rs are also members of the North AtlanticaAlle, the rationale for the

European Union to extend into @nother security IGigggion is not easy to @giteive.

A WIRQIN SRR

Gulf Wars proven, that Europe really is a civilipower and military aspects are best

left to individual states 10 avoid a further upse union.
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To further complicate matters, the non-NATO EU rbens classify
themselves as neutral, yet they support the ESDRe might think that membership
on to abstain NAh@t is neutrality. EU

ilitari enigh afion” involved in crises. With such

and..in $ i ﬁmw the EU member could
cooperate in SUCW‘ : 2fe re, a credible ESDP demands
essential and M i embegsmtesess then likely to be keen

on.

in ESDP compromises the very

As sUC niol o\ b Waste ressuand energy on the
creation of a !

armed assets.

4. European Deterr

As the anaIyS|s in.chapter-3-st trategyucfear deterrence needs to
fulfil a set.qf critg gRalete 1 e egetion of credibility, a
wholesome appree alternatives of ael sersary, a degree of

vigilance 280 3 & nd the awareness of

=
the dangers m decision—ave e mdhugj divergent perceptions
moulded by the d ssimilar cultural, economical,ipodl an

ﬁﬁ”ﬁ@ WT e R

ary

q RIRINIRI NI TN &2

diversities existent in the EU’s three most sigiafit member states. While both the

sociological dimensions

French and the British notion of nuclear deterresieeboth based on the concept of
national defence by a minimal nuclear deterrergjrtjustifications are dissimilar:
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France’s deterrent policy is shaped by the aspmatf national self-reliance
supported by and indigenous technology of the wadbeand their delivery systems,

whereas the British deterrent is ded as afskacy decision making centre” in

the North Atlantic Treaty. On nizati rted by5. technology, e.g. warhead
design and the TrideniSdRIVER \ chmbiguity denotes that the
intended targets reMiain.to= \ pt of ambiguity does not

—

. . .
exclude a first ;‘——E‘M KE optign« @med as a guarantee of a
state of “non-war’, t 717 rren S an “insurance policy” in a

conflict that

Iconception of nuclear

deterrence ar a.dimepsions; Aptheef Stat s of colonial powers b)
the awareness 0 i ' Ly *\j that helped to bring about
the defeat of i h \.\ @@neral public and politic

acceptance for th pefeec *-'(é' lear deterrent. These three

dimensions are 'ot MG ny, &rsed as a) Germany’s attempts

as a colonial powe as .: ere carsely replaced by the theory of

“Lebensraum’”, e.g. ;z;}-:---, gad to the expansicmsteard on the
European .continemtii H nately ong the annihilation of
wSegregation into two

public and largely

o
genera | nd nuclear weaponry in

political oppoﬂon to

general. As t us the suggestion of a common Earopkefence strategy, lest a

CULRN) ed R

q‘Europe has evolved dramatically since the S|g|&atlaxf the Treaty of Paris,
which established the Coal andiSteal Communityg@08 1951 and the Tghty of

QIR0 S RS

independent, but unified European nuclear umbrellaich renders the European
nations with the choice of two options. Firstly, amclusively national nuclear
deterrent, e.g.la force de frapp& which is prone to exacerbate nuclear prolifenati
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and thus eventually endanger the NPT (Nuclear Nofifération Treaty) to which all
EU member states have acceded. Conversely, thadeatiernative is to abide to the

agreements set forth by NAT ng thus remain nelthe alliance’s sustained
commitment to the strate% ’ f/ﬁ/e

=

el N

AUINENINGINg
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