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Britain, France, and the United States, the
three nuclear powers of the Atlantic Alliance, are
continuing to make adjustments in their nuclear
force postures and in associated deterrence and
employment policies in response to the changes
in geostrategic circumstances
that began with the
collapse of communist governments
in Eastern
Europe in late 1989. This brief survey of nuclear
weapons issues in Western Europe today concentrates on these three countries and Germany, with
the U.S. nuclear posture considered solely in terms
of the weapons deployed in Europe under North
Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) auspices,
Italy and other important NATO European
countries are, unfortunately,
not discussed, for
lack of space.
Current force posture trends are, however,
summarized
and some of the main political and
strategic issues are discussed. These issues concern
the rationales that justify the retention and, in
some cases, the modernization
of nuclear forces,
The essential rationales are the residual threats

collapse of communist regimes in Eastern Europe
began in late 1989. [1]Given the end of the Warsaw Pact, the disintegration
of the Soviet Union,
and the movement toward democratization
in
Russia, no nuclear threats to Western Europe are
salient today. At present, therefore, nuclear deterrence has a far lower place on the political agenda
than nuclear arms control.
This essay nonetheless concentrates on nuclear
deterrence. It deliberately omits an extensive array
of important issues associated with arms control:
the 1968 Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) and other
arrangements
to prevent or at least discourage nuclear proliferation;
possible revisions in the negative security assurances announced by Britain,
France, and the United States in conjunction with
the NPT and associated accords; actual and prospective limits on nuclear testing; deliberations
regarding the future of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty between the Soviet Union and
the United States; accords on the safety, security,
and dismantlement
of former Soviet nuclear

that may be posed by Russia and perhaps other
Soviet successor states, and the possible emergence of new threats outside but near Europe that
might justify capabilities for nuclear deterrence
and, if necessary, retaliation. Related questions
concern the possibility of substituting West European nuclear forces for U.S. nuclear forces and
commitments,
perhaps under the auspices of a
political union of the European Community countries. For several reasons, the political likelihood of
such an arrangement
seems remote in the foreseeable future, partly because of widespread
convictions among German security experts and officials
that no joint West European nuclear protection
mechanism could serve as an adequate and convincing replacement
for U.S. forces and commitments.
It should be understood at the outset that the
perceived relevance of nuclear weapons for security in Europe has declined radically since the

weapons; the recent accords between the United
States and the Soviet Union's successor states,
including the May 1992 Lisbon protocols and the
January 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START II); possible British and French participation in negotiations to limit nuclear forces; and
so forth. Policies regarding arms control issues
will, however, be influenced by the political and
strategic rationales supporting continued maintenance of nuclear forces; and, conversely, the political and arms control context will help to shape
force posture decisions.
French Prime Minister Pierre B6r6govoy has,
for example, described the early dismantlement
of
the Pluton missiles and the nondeployment
of the
Hades missiles as "significant gestures" by which
France has indicated "the importance she accords
to disarmament"
in the improved security environment. [2] The modernization
of remaining
French, British, and U.S. nuclear forces may be
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curtailed--and

associated

activities

such as nu-

clear testing may be subject to additional limits-in efforts to demonstrate
restraint and thereby
perhaps improve prospects for discouraging
the
spread of nuclear weapons. These arguments for
restraint and for supporting current arms control
efforts are raised most frequently with regard to
(a) the unsettled situation in the former Soviet
Union and (b) the uncertain prospects for an
extension of the NPT at the 1995 review
conference,
This essay is organized as follows. Current
attitudes and deliberations
are still affected to a
large degree by the habits of thinking and policies
adopted during the years preceding the political
upheavals in Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union in 1989-1991. Therefore, the first

sections

deal with the historical

role of U.S.

nuclear forces in Europe, recent modifications
in
traditional policy rationales, and the potential
implications of withdrawing
the remaining U.S.
nuclear forces in Europe. The next sections deal
with French and British nuclear forces, the policies
articulated by Paris and London about their continuing political and strategic purposes with
regard to the former Soviet Union and potential
new threats outside Europe, and the long-standing
and current issues associated with possible West
European cooperation in nuclear deterrence. Because of Germany's primary i:nportance, German
views are considered with respect to both hypothetical multilateral West European nuclear
deterrent arrangements
and with respect to the
nuclear protection extended by the United States.

NATO and U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe
Although both Britain and the United States
have committed nuclear forces to NATO, U._. nuclear forces in Europe have historically had a special significance as coupling mechanisms--means
to signify the tie between U.S. forces in Europe
and the deterrent protection provided by U S.
strategic nuclear forces. In the words of a 1988
report made public by NATO's Defense Planning
Committee, "European-based theatre nuclear forces provide an essential linkage between conventional and [U.S.] strategic forces. Seven Alliance
members (Belgium, Germany, Greece, Italy, the
Netherlands, Turkey and the United Kingdom)
participate directly in this aspect ¢ .;the Alliance's
nuclear role and share the ensuing political and financial costs by the provision of dehvery systems
(aircraft, missiles or artillery) for United States
nuclear warheads and by the provision of host nation facilities for United States nuclear capable
forces." [3]
By the late 1960s, the U.S. nuclear stockpile in
Europe had reached a total of roughly 7000 warheads. This number has been declining since 1979,
owing to various alliance decisions (notably the
Montebello meeting of the Nuclear Planning
Group in 1983) and the 1987 U.S.-Soviet treaty on
Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF). In
September 1991, President Bush announced that
the United States would eliminate its entire inventory of nuclear artillery shells and nuclear warheads for short-range ballistic missiles, and that it
would withdraw all nuclear weapons from its
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surface ships and attack submarines as well as
the nuclear weapons associated with land-based
naval aircraft, with many of these naval nuclear
weapons to be destroyed. [4]
In October 1991, NATO's Nuclear Planning
Group welcomed these decisions and approved a
substantial reduction in the number of the sole
type of U.S. nuclear weapons to remain in
Europe--gravity
bombs for U.S. and allied dualcapable aircraft. The combined effect of these
decisions will be a reduction in the stockpile of
U.S. substrategic nuclear weapons in Europe of
roughly 80%, [5] and published reports indicate
that the remaining number of U.S. nuclear
weapons on European soil will be about 700. [6]
A year later, in October 1992, the Nuclear
Planning Group reaffirmed, in accordance with
the new strategic concept approved by NATO in
November 1991, "the essential role for the Alliance
of _ffective nuclear forces, including those based
in Europe." [7] One of the important underlying
questions concerning the future _d the remaining
U.S. nuclear presence in Europe is nonetheless
whether it can be sustained politicallymand,
if so,
for how long. (Some experts also wonder whether
it might be possible to modernize it, perhaps in the
late 1990s, with an air-to-surface missile delivery
system, or whether such modernization
will be
delayed indefinitely on political, technical, and
strategic grounds, including the degradation
of
Russian air defenses owing to the end of the
Warsaw Pact and the USSR's dissolution.)
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The more fundamental
question is what strategic and political purposes the U.S. nuclear presence in Europe serves, given the Soviet Union's
collapse and disintegration
into several successor
states, and the imminent withdrawal
of Moscow's
force_; from Central and Eastern Europe. (Soviet
forces were withdrawn from Hungary and

Czechoslovakia
in mid-1991, and the remaining
forces in Germany and Poland are scheduled to be
withdrawn
by 1994.) If persuasive strategic and
political rationales for the U.S. nuclear presence
are not articulated, it may be difficult to retain the
forces in Europe, to say nothing of possibly modernizing them at some future point.

Rationales for U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe
In the first summit statement by NATO after
the collapse of communist governments in Eastern
Europe began, the July 1990 London declaration,
NATO governments agreed to the following policy on nuclear weapor, s and deterrence: "Finally,
with the total withdrawal of Soviet stationed
forces and the implementation
of a CFE [Conventional Forces in Europe] agreement, the Allies concerned can reduce their reliance on nuclear weapons. These will continue to fulfill an essential role
in the overall strategy of the Alliance to prevent
war by ensuring that there are no circumstances
in
which nuclear retaliation in response to military
action might be discounted.
However, in the
transformed
Europe, they will be able to adopt a
new NATO strategy making nuclear forces truly
weapons of last resort." [8]
The "last resort" phrase was publicly criticized by the French and privately deplored by
some other allies, on the grounds that it might
undermine
deterrence and imply a willingness to
wait too longuto accept too much devastation in
Europe by conventional combat--before
using
nuclear weapons in order (it would be hoped) to
stop the aggression and restore deterrence. [9]
The background
to the misgivings of some West
Europeans regarding the U.S.-proposed
"last
resort" phrase should be recalled.
During the 1970s and the 1980s, some experts
and politicians took positions that implied that
NATO could build up substantial conventional
capabilities to lessen substantially its dependence
on threats to use nuclear weapons in the event of
massive Soviet aggression. Visions of "conventional deterrence" were, however, emphatically
and repeatedly rejected by NATO European
governments,
It is worth recalling in this regard how U.S.
behavior at the 1986 Reykjavik summit frightened
many West European experts and officials. They
were particularly disturbed by President Reagan's
willingness to talk about bargaining away U.S.
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nuclear capabilities and Secretary of b_-;_teGeorge
Shultz's arguments in the wake of Reykjavik in
favor of what he called "deterrence based on
conventional forces." [10] Their anxieties led directly to the 1987 Western European Union platform statement that "only the nuclear element" of
NATO's posture "can confront a potential aggressor with an unacceptable
risk" and thereby provide for effective deterrence. [11 ]
Many West Europeans declared that conventional war in Europe must not be allowed to become more feasible and probable. West European
officials and commentators
deplored concepts of
eliminating all nuclear weapons and relying on
conventional
deterrence as "probably utopian"
and "perhaps even dangerous,"
[12] in view of the
long history of failures of conventional
deterrence
prior to the nuclear age and in regions no- protected by nuclear guaranteesuand
in vie_v of what
was presumed, probably correctly, to be a substantial Warsaw Pact superiority in promptly deployable conventional
forces. [13]
West European views on nuclear deterrence
shortly before the end of the Cold War were also
apparent in reactions to the January 1988 Discriminate Deterrence report. This report, prepared by
the U.S. Commission on Integrated Long-Term
Strategy, [14] was widely misinterpreted
in Western Europe as implying (a) a disengagement
of
U.S. strategic nuclear commitments
to European
allies, and (b) an intention to confine any U.S. nuclear employment
to Central and Eastern Europe,
refraining from any strikes against the Soviet
Union. In fact, the report specifically indicated that
"the risk of further escalation would still be there,"
but recommended
that "nuclear weapons be used
discriminately
in, for example, attacks on Soviet
command centers or troop concentrations."
[15]
As Albert Wohlstetter has pointed out, "no
one reading the report as a whole, dispassionately,
can find any place where it says the United States
should use only its nuclear forces based in Europe,
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or that it should aim only at targets based in Eastern Europe. ('Soviet command centers' are mainly
in the Soviet Union.)...
The word 'discriminate'
was meant, of course, to describe the feasibility
and importance of confining effects largely to the
military targets aimed at, rather than to include
massive destruction of innocent bystanders."
[16]
However, perhaps partly because of the political context (the INF Treaty eliminating U.S. and
Soviet ground-based
intermediate-range
missiles
had been concluded in December 1987), the Dis-

Much of the traditional framework has been
retained. U.S. and NATO nuclear policy has, of
course, always been oriented toward war-prevention. Since the late 1960s, the key concepts have
been crisis management
and a prompt "restoration
of deterrence" if nuclear weapons employment
ever t_ecame necessary to stop aggression and end
the war. It has also long been agreed that Europe
must not be made safe for prolonged or large-scale
conventional
war and that potential aggressors
must not be assured that NATO has ruled out

criminate Deterrence report "aroused alarm and
disapprobation
in Europe." The "furor" in the
Federal Republic of Germany was particularly
strong, because of the widespread
(and false) irapression that the report recommended
making
Germany a nuclear battleground
in a future U.S.Soviet war in Europe. The report's recommendation of a substantial buildup of NATO conventional forcesmparticularly
improved reconnaissance, command, and control systems and
precision-guided
munitions--was
rejected as
futile, in view of the Warsaw Pact's conventional
superiority, and unacceptable, because it implied
that nuclear deterrence might fail and that a
devastating conventional
war might be waged
in Europe. [17]
That era has, of course, passed away with the
Warsaw Pact, East Germany, the Soviet Union,
and other bygone political structures; but it has
left important political after-effects. West European officials and expert elites, particularly
those
of a more politically conservative and strategically
cautious orientation, remain skeptical of concepts
that would imply, in their judgment, excessive
dependence
on conventional
capabilities and that
would, they fear, eliminate the nuclear risks that
promote effective and reasonably reliable
deterrence,
In their view, the immediate requirement
for
nuclear deterrence has indeed declined; but it has
not disappeared
and could become far greater in
an unforeseeable future, given the uncertainties
about Russia's future and prospects for nuclear
proliferation in North Africa, the Middle East, and
the Persian Gulf. As a result, Britain and France
are carrying forward their nuclear modernization
programs, although with some cutbacks and adjustments. At least for the time being, moreover,
Germany and the other non-nuclear countries that
host nuclear weapons for U.S. and allied dualcapable aircraft are willing to continue sharing
nuclear risks and responsibilities,

retaliating against aggression with nuclear
weapons through the adoption of a no-first-use
pledge. [18]
The question of the specific political and strategic rationales for the remaining U.S. nuclear presence in Europe has rarely been explicitly addressed in public statements. It is a politically awkward
question because the countries of NATO and the
Warsaw Pact declared in November 1990 that they
no longer consider themselves adversaries. New
institutions for dialogue have subsequently
been
established--above
all, the North Atlantic Cooperation Council, which includes all the NATO countries, all the former Warsaw Pact countries, and all
the successor states of the Soviet Union. Moreover,
various NATO countries have signed treaties of
friendship and partnership
with the new Russia.
In June 1992, the United States endorsed a charter
of partnership
and friendship with Russia.
It is thus politically uncomfortable
to imply
that any of the former communist countries in Europe could be adversaries. Is NATO to threaten
Lech Walesa, Vaclav Havel, or Boris Yeltsin? One
response has been to suggest that there are no
longer any visible threats in Europe and that the
weapons are a hedge against future threats, perhaps from new nuclear powers that may emerge
outside but near Europe. At the October 1992
meeting at Gleneagles of the Nuclear Planning
Group, Volker R_ihe, the German Minister of Defense, said, "There are no more nuclear weapons
aimed at any concrete threat." Riihe added, "These
weapons insure us politically against risks that we
cannot calculate, risks which might arise from the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
They contribute to strategic stability." [19]
Another response has been to point out that
the Russian question has not yet been conclusively
resolved. The risk of a challenge to Western security from Russia will remain genuine, it has been
noted, until a number of conditions have been satisfied. As U.S. Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney
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put it in January 1992, "We can foresee the possibility of a time when Russian nuclear weapons no
longer pose a threat to the United States and its
Allies, and we no longer need to hold at risk what
future Russian leaders hold dear. This would

associated with the safety, security, and dismantlement of former Soviet nuclear weapons seem
more pressing than maintaining
a reliable deterrent posture.
The situation in the former Soviet Union is,

require unambiguous
evidence of a fundamental
reorientation
of the Russian government:
institutionalization of democracy, positive ties to the
West, compliance with existing arms reduction
agreements, possession of a nuclear force that is
nonthreatening
to the West (with low numbers of
weapons, non-MIRVed [multiple, independently
targetable re-entry vehicle], and not on high alert
status), and possession of conventional
capabilities
nonthreatening
to neighbors." [20]
This approach is more sober and thoughtful
than simply projecting current develepments-including the eagerness of the former Soviet republics to establish positive political and economic
relations with the West--indefinitely
into the
future. There is at present no obvious nuclear
threat in Europe for the United States and NATO
(or for Britain or France) to deter. The dangers
implicit in badly designed and potentially unsafe
nuclear power plants in Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union (for instance, those of the
Chernobyl design) appear more imminent than
nuclear weapons threats. Similarly, the problems

however, far from stable. The emergence of a
expansionist Russia under dictatorial rule could
rapidly increase the potential value of Western
nuclear weapons capabilities for national and
allied security. Various other political developments--the
disintegration
of Russia into civil war,
a Russian-Ukrainian
war, border conflicts regarding Russian minorities in other former Soviet republics, and so forth--could
also raise anxieties
and the risks of a larger conflict. U.S. nuclear
forces and commitments
could have a stabilizing
function because some governments
and political
groups in Eurqpe might, unless convinced of the
credibility of U.S. commitments
and of the cohesion of NATO, consider seeking national nuclear
deterrent forces or taking other unilateral mea o
sures that could result in incr.:ased tensions and
conflict. For these reasons and others (including
potential threats of proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction in regions near Europe), it may
be argued, the Atlantic Alliance should retain a
minimal U.S. nuclear presence in Europe.

War-Prevention

and Other Rationales

Whatever the arrangements
for U.S. nuclear
deployments
in Europe, the war-prevention
function of U.S. nuclear commitments
and capabilities
will remain crucial. It is noteworthy in this regard
that it is incorrect to regard the "last resort" formula adopted by NATO in July 1990 as a plan to
postpone nuclear employment until Europe has
been devastated by non-nuclear war. As the July
1990 London declaration indicated, nuclear
weapons "will continue to fulfill an essential role
in the overall strategy of the Alliance to prevent
war by ensuring that there are no circumstances
in
which nuclear retaliation in response to military
action might be discounted."
The wording of the London declaration also
suggests that the "last resort" formula was
adopted with an expectation of "the total withdrawal of Soviet-stationed
forces and the implementation of a CFE agreement."
In other words,
in view of the conventional
force limitations
agreed to in the CFE Treaty and the withdrawals

from Eastern Europe of the former Soviet Union's
forces, NATO could expect increased warning
time in which to apply diplomatic means and to
build up conventional defenses. Given the
subsequent breakup of tile Warsaw Pact and the
Soviet Union, NATO may be even less likely to be
obliged to contemplate any use of nuclear
weapons to prevent defeat in conventional
terms.
If aggression compelled NATO to use nuclear
weapons at some point, NATO's k)ng-standing
basic principle of limited and selective employment for war-termination
and the restoration of
deterrence would almost certainly remain valid.
In NATO's new _trategic concept of November 1991, the traditional war-prevention
purpose
of NATO nuclear forces was reaffirmed. As the
new strategic concept pointed out, one of the
functions of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe remains
to "provide an essential political and military link
between the European and the North American
members of the Alliance." [21 ] Apparently
in
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response to the criticisms voiced by France and
the reservations
of some other European governments, the November 1991 strategic concept
document did not include the phrase "last resort."
The abandonment
of this phrase may help to clear
away the misunderstandings
it provoked. [22]
Published reports suggest, at any rate, that
NATO governments
have indeed acted to reduce
reliance on nuclear weapons. In addition to removing all U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe except for certain gravity bombs for dual-capable
aircraft, NATO has reportedly consigned nuclear
weapons to a "back-seat" role in exercises. According to one source, exercises with procedures
for the hypothetical employment
of nuclear arms
are still conceivable, but at present nuclearoriented exercises are "militarily unnecessary and
politically unacceptable."
[23]
It is worthwhile to recall the traditional rationales for the U.S. nuclear presence in Western Europe. Three rationales are usually cited: (a) promoting the political cohesion of the alliance
through arrangements
for fairer nuclear risksharing and responsibility-sharing;
(b) providing
more credible extended deterrence guarantees, on
the assumption that U.S. nuclear commitments
would be less credible to adversaries and allies if
they depended solely on forces at sea and in North
America; and (c) increasing the political influence
of the European allies regarding U.S. nuclear policy and strategy, given the judgment that this influence would be significantly diminished by the
withdrawal
of these weapons. The complete withdrawal of the U.S. weapons would, as a matter of

Implications

of Withdrawing

The arguments outlined above are not persuasive to proponents of a complete withdrawal of
U.S. nuclear forces from Europe. In their view, the
projected risks are too remote to justify a continued U.S. nuclear presence in Europe. The concept
of U.S. extended deterrence commitments supported solely by systems at sea and in the continental United States is, however, unsatisfactory
from the viewpoint of at least some Europeans and
Americans, because it would imply a lack of alliance risk-sharing and an allied unwillingness
to
identify with the nuclear posture and to demonstrate alliance cohesion and resolve. Indeed, it is
arguable that a solely-sea-based
deployment
would amount to a political singularization
of the
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course, lessen the roles in nuclear delivery and
support operations of the non-nuclear European
allies.
Another rationale for the U.S. nuclear presence
in Europe and associated U.S. nuclear cc remitments has been explicitly articulated less often, but
it is rather significant. This is the argument that
U.S. nuclear forco.s and guarantees provide for
political stability and avert nuclear proliferation
by supplying reliable protection to allies that
might otherwise be tempted to seek nuclear
weapons of their own. In August 1991, shortly
after the coup attempt in Moscow, Secretary of
Defense Cheney warned that U.S. disengagement
from alliance commitments
could cause destabilization by encouraging nuclear proliferation:
"If I
look at Germany or I look at Japan, I see two
nations that I hope will continue to be close allies
of the United States... I would think [that] if the
United States cuts back so much that all we can do
and all we can talk about is defending the continental United States, we'll create an incentive for
other nations that do not now feel the need to
develop their own nuclear arsenals to do so." [24]
One of the core bilateral relationships
in
NATO is that between Germany and the United
States; and one of the political and strategic foundations of this relationship
is the conviction of
German elites that only the United States can provide a reliable nuclear guarantee that will enable
Germany to avoid pressures to obtain nuclear
weapons of its own. German elites have given every indication of sincerely preferring to avoid such
pressures.

U.S. Nuclear Forces

United States and would make for less credible
extended deterrence, even if the United States
reaffirmed its continuing determination to honor
its commitments.
It is worth recalling that, even when they carried nuclear weapons on operational patrols, none
of the sea-launched cruise missile (SLCM) platforms or aircraft carriers was dedicated solely to
nuclear missions. The nuclear-armed
Tomahawks
were not formally committed to NATO planning,
and it seems to have been assumed that they
would only be usable on an "as available" basis-even though the Sixth Fleet, at least, would fall
under the authority of the Supreme Allied Cornmander, Europe (SACEUR) in wartime; and
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discussions about a possible transfer of some
SLCMs to NATO command were reported. [25]
At any rate, the possibility of a U.S. sea-based
nuclear deterrent dedicated to the protection of
NATO Europe has been largely overtaken by
events. With the exception of sea-launched
ballistic
missiles (SLBMs), U.S. sea-based nuclear forces are
no longer readily available for deterrence and
operational missions. President Bush in September
1991 decided to eliminate many naval nuclear
weapons and to withdraw and place in storage
nuclear-armed
Tomahawk SLCMs and nuclear
bombs aboard aircraft carriers. Arrangements
for
possible redeployment
of these naval nuclear
weapons in an emergency appear to be uncertain
and undecided.
The removal of the remaining U.S. nuclear
presence from Europe would imply what some
have called "declaratory extended deterrence" or
"existential deterrence'mthat
is, U.S. nuclear
guarantees without the nuclear presence that has
historically been seen by many experts and officials as necessary for the credibility of U.S. nuclear
commitments.
Some judge that, under the new circumstances in Europe, the removal of the U.S. nuclear presence could be compensated
for by instituting joint training arrangements,
periodic exercises of redeployments
to storage facilities for
crisis contingencies, doctrinal agreements, and so
forth. [26]
But such measures might not provide reliable
security if Russia or other major successor states of
the Soviet Union adopted more threatening policies or if nuclear forces were necessary to counter
nuclear threats to U.S. and allied security interests
originating outside of Europe. Moreover, the reconstitution approach to nuclear risk-sharing and
responsibility-sharing
in the alliance may not satisfy politically influential U.S. and allied supporters of more traditional definitions of the requirements for effective extended deterrence. As Secretary of Defense Cheney noted in January 1991,
"The forward deployment
of NSNF [nonstrategic
nuclear forces] in Europe demonstrates
our cornmitment to the defense of that continent and provides the principal means by which alliance members share nuclear risks and responsibilities."
[27]
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In the midst of a crisis, the reconstitution
approach to nuclear deterrence in Europe might well
be logistically quite demanding,
if not impractical,
depending in part on the adequacy of the preparations made on both sides of the Atlantic and on
the scope of the demands placed on scarce assets
in an emergency. It would be much more difficult
politically to call for and implement reconstitution
procedures than to review and reconfirm the
safety and reliability of capabilities already deployed in Europe. The reconstitution
approach
might therefore be imprudent in terms of assuring
alliance security.
The argument that the weapons could always
be brought back in an emergency is ill-founded.
Even if periodic exercises of redeployments
to
storage facilities for crisis contingencies
were
undertaken,
a "reconstitution"
approach would be
politically and strategically problematic. Many
politicians and commentators
would argue against
any redeployment
of weapons back to Europe
during a crisis, for fear of worsening tensions and
"provoking"
the Russians to take preemptive
action. A "reconstitution"
approach would invite
problems that do not arise if forces are maintained
in Europe, with the important political "reassurance" benefits of a continuing presence.
It is, moreover, important for deterrence and
alliance cohesion to publicly demonstrate
that
NATO has jointly maintained an operationally
reliable policy on nuclear deterrence. The United
States has therefore taken the position that a minimum number of nuclear arms for dual-capable
aircraft must remain on European soil. In the
words of an August 1991 White House document,
"As the principal means by which Alliance merebers share nuclear risks and burdens, these aircraft
and their [nuclear] weapons must be based in Europe." [28] The Atlantic Alliance affirmed the same
principle in its new strategic concept of November
1991, referring repeatedly to the need to "maintain
adequate [U.S.Inuclear forces in Europe." [29] In
practice, for the foreseeable future, this means
U.S. nuclear weapons and dual-capable
aircraft in
the NATO countries that maintain such a nuclear
role. [30]
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French Nuclear Forces
The ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) force
remains the backbone of French strategic forces.
With the refitting of the older-generation
SSBNs
completed in February 1993, each of the five
SSBNs in service carries 16 M-4 SLBMs; and each

options open as to whether to modernize the
IRBM force or procure the ASLP or do both, but
parliamentary
defense experts such as Francois
Hollande hold that decisions will have to be made
in 1995, if not sooner. [33]

M-4 SLBM has 6 MIRV warheads. [31] The construction schedule for new SSBNs has been stretched out. The first new-generation
SSBN of the
Triomphant class will not be operational until 1995;
and it will be equipped with the M-45 SLBM,
which is to be equipped with penetration aids
and an improved warhead. The longer-range M-5
SLBM will not be deployed until 2005. Only four
new-generation
SSBNs will be procured, instead
of the six that had been previously envisaged.
Moreover, instead of maintaining
three SSBNs on
station at sea at all times (France's policy since
January 1983), it was announced in June 1992 that
in the future only two SSBNs will be on station
part of the time. The same June 1992 announcement indicated that the peacetime alert level will
be lowered for the aircraft with air-sol moyenne
portde (ASMP) missiles (prestrategic Mirage
2000Ns and Super-Etendards,
and strategic
Mirage IVs). [32]
In view of Mitterrand's July 1991 decision to
cancel the S-45 missile development
program, the
future of France's Intermediate-Range
Ballistic
Missile (IRBM) force (18 S-3 missiles on the Plateau d'Albion) is unclear. The IRBM force might be
abandoned,
or a ground-based
version of the M-5
SLBM (to be called the S-5) might be deployed in
silos on the Plateau d'Albion around the turn of
the century; and the March 1993 change of government may re-open the prospect of a mobile IRBM.
It remains possible that there will be only one
strategic force to complement the SSBNs, rather
than the bombers and ground-based
missiles in
the existing triad,
The complementary
"second component" in
the strategic forces might consist of Rafale aircraft
armed with long-range stand-off missiles (the projected air-sol longue portde (ASLP) or perhaps an
extended-range
version of the Apache missile),
The ASLP air-launched missile is still under study,
and no decision on whether to proceed with its
development
is expected prior to 1995. The French
strongly favor the principle of working with the
British on this program, and to some extent its
future depends on British as well as French
decisions. The French government is keeping its

Ground-based
short-range nuclear systems
have become politically difficult to sustain, in view
of German unification and the new circumstances
in Eastern Europe. The Pluton missiles were all
withdrawn
from service in 1992, earlier than had
been planned. [34] In mid-1990 and early 1991,
French sources indicated that the program for the
successor to the Pluton, the longer-range Had6s
missile, would be cut back from 120 to 40 missiles.
[35] In September 1991, Mitterrand announced
that the Had6s missile program had been cut back
further, to 30 missiles, which would be stockpiled
rather than operationally
deployed. [36l
In June 1992, it was announced that instructions had been given to stop the Had6s program,
and news accounts gave the impression that the
missiles would be scrapped. [37] In October 1992,
however, a parliamentary
report indicated that the
last missiles and launchers to be produced would
be delivered before December 1992 for stockpiling
at a nuclear-qualified
site at Suippes, and that the
necessary knowledge and equipment would be
maintained to allow the reconstitution
of the
Hadbs force, if necessary. [38] In February 1993,
it was revealed that the May-June 1992 orders to
halt the program had been secretly countermanded and that 30 missiles had been produced
and put in storage; but it would take, it was reported, two years to prepare them for operational
service. [39] French interview sources dispute the
published estimate that two years would be
needed to bring the force to operational readiness
and suggest that a few months, if not less, would
be required, depending on the quality of the maintenance of the weapons and associated communications and logistical capabilities.
Unless the Had/_s force is someday reconstituted, the "prestrategic"
or "final warning" mission prior to strategic nuclear strikes will be assured in the future solely by ASMP air-launched
missiles, launched mainly from Mirage 2000N and
Super-Etendard
aircraft. These missiles have replaced the previous air-delivered
part of France's
prestrategic nuclear forces--the AN 52 bombs
carried by Mirage IIIE, Jaguar A, and SuperEtendard aircraft. [40] All the AN 52 bombs were
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withdrawn from service in 1991, instead of the
previously planned retirement date of 1997. [41]
In 1990, it was announced that the procurement of ASMP-equipped
Mirage 2000Ns would be
cut from 75 (five squadrons) to 45 (three squadrons), which are currently in service. [42] Shortly
after the end of the 1990-1991 Gulf war, Admiral
Jacques Lanxade, the Chief of Staff of the Armed
Forces, announced that some of the Mirage 2000Ns
would be transformeu
into dual-capable
aircraft,
partly because of France's urgent need to have
conventional
ground-attack
aircraft with allweather and night vision capabilities, while awaiting delivery of the Rafale in the late 1990s. [43]
It has since been reported that all of the
Mirage 2000Ns will be transformed
into dualcapable Mirage 2C,00N-K2s. As a result, the total of
75 Mirage 2000Ns procured will be assigned as
follows: 45 in the Forces Adriennes Stratdgiques, with
a primary mission of launching nuclear-armed
ASMP missiles, but capable of delivering conventional munitions as well; 15 in the Forces Adriennes
Tactiques, optimized for a primary mission of
conventional
strikes, but capable of launching
nuclear-armed
ASMP missiles as wel!; and 15 aircraft to be used as spares, trainers, test vehicles,
etc. [44l
The first operational new aircraft derived f_'om
the Mirage 2000N (the Mirage 2000D) was delivered in April 1993, with the first squadron to be
operational in 1994. The Mirage 2000D is capable
of delivering all types of conventional
munitions,

but it is also designed to launch nuclear-armed
ASMP missiles, if necessary. Since as many as 90
Mirage 2000Ds may be procured, in a few years
France will have over 200 aircraft capable of
launching nuclear-armed
ASMP missiles (including 90 Mirage 2000Ds, 18 Mirage IVPs, 75 Mirage
2000Ns, and 48 Super-Etendards),
without even
considering the Rafales scheduled to begin entering service in the late 1990s. [45]
But this capability will be "nominal," in that
most of the aircraft will have primarily nonnuclear missions and may not be maintained on a
nuclear-certified
basis with nuclear-trained
crews.
Indeed, as suggested above, the main thrust of the
changes has been, first, to cut the number of new
aircraft assigned to solely nuclear missions (from
75 to 45 Mirage 2000Ns) and, second, to make even
these aircraft capable of conventional missions and
to ensure that all new aircraft are optimized for
non-nuclear roles.
The distinction between aircraft with strategic
and prestrategic, or final warning ("ultime avertissement"), missions has become increasingly
vague. Since September 1991, all the aircraft with
primarily nuclear missions in France's air force
have been under the command of the Forces Adriennes Strat_iques. The last 18 Mirage IVP bombers,
aircraft originally introduced in the 1960s, have
been renovated with new radar and other equipment; and they are expected to remain in service
as ASMP missile-launchers
until around the year
2000. [46]

British Nuclear Forces
Britain's current strategic nuclear force consists of three Resol_ion-class SSBNs, each with
16 Polaris missiles. (H.M.S. Revenge was decommissioned in November 1992.) Each missile is believed to carry three warheads in a maneuvering
"Chevaline" reentry package designed to improve
prospects for penetrating defenses. One Polaris
SSBN is always on patrol, and a second is on
patrol less than half the year.
The Polaris force is to be entirely replaced beginning in the mid-1990s by four Vanguard-class
SSBNs, each with 16 Trident II (D-5) missiles. (The
British SSBNs will, in other words, be smaller than
the U.S. Ohio-class Trident SSBNs, which can
carry 24 SLBMs.) The British Trident submarines
will have more modern propulsion systems and
will require less maintenance than the Pc,!a.,4_'s
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force; and the Trident missiles are expected to be
more reliable as well. Thus these new ships may
be at sea more often, with a second SSBN on patrol
perhaps over half the year.
The British government has made it clear that
i_.plans to deploy no more than 128 warheads per
SSBN, an average of 8 for each of the 16 missiles.
This expression of self-restraint
(because each missile could reportedly carry up to 14 independently
targetable warheads) may be partly explained by
cost factors and by a desire to make it clear that
Britain has no interest in pursuing disproportionate strategic ambitions. At the same time, the
British have made it clear that Trident's capacity to
carry additional warheads is valued as a hedge
against the expansion of Russian ballistic missile
defenses.
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The de facto ceiling of 128 warheads per SSBN
(in currently foreseeable circumstances) originated
in the 1982 decision to buy Trident II (D-5) missiles
instead of Trident I (C-4) missiles. This decision
reflected the U.S. acceleration of the Trident II
(D-5) acquisition program at that time. As a 1987
British government report stated, "the UK will not
use the full capacity of the Trident D5 missile" and
"each Trident submarine will carry no more than
the number of warheads which would have been
installed if the Trident C4 missile (8 warheads),
which was the initial choice of missile for the force,
had been procured." [47]
The British have long held that nonstrategic or
substrategic nuclear forces must be available to
complement strategic forces. According to a 1989
statement by the British Ministry of Defense, "For
flexible response, NATO has to maintain an effective nuclear armoury at several levels. Strategic
weapons alone, for all their awesome power, could
not be morally tolerable, practically feasible or
politically credible for every scenario."[48]
Britain's substrategic nuclear forces and roles
were cut back by U.S. and British decisions in 1991
and 1992. The British army's Lance missile and
nuclear artillery roles were eliminated by the U.S.
decisions to withdraw and eliminate these systems
in September 1991. In mid-1991, the British government announced that the Royal Air Force's
nuclear-capable squadrons would be reduced
from eleven of Tornados and two of Buccaneers to
four Tornado squadrons in the United Kingdom
and four Tornado squadrons in Germany. [49] In
October 1991, in parallel with the Nuclear Planning Group decisions that month, Minister of
Defense Tom King said that Britain would make
"a substantial reduction in the numbers [of its nuclear bombs] in coming years, as part of the overall
cut in NATO's air-delivered stockpile." [50]
In mid-1992, it was announced that maritime
tactical nuclear capabilities will be eliminated from
Royal Navy ships and aircraft and Royal Air Force
maritime patrol aircraft, and that these maritime
weapons will be destroyed. The total number of
British free-fall nuclear bombs has thus been reduced by "more than half." As a result, "The
United Kingdom's substrategic nuclear capability
will therefore consist solely of RAF Tornado and,
until 1994, Buccaneer dual-capable aircraft and
the WE177 free-fall bomb." [51]
The British have relied since the 1960s on
WE177 free-fall nuclear bombs for nonstrategic
purposes. Since the late 1980s the British government has repeatedly expressed an intention to
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replace the obsolescent WE177 bombs with airlaunched stand-off missiles in the late 1990s. Despite the judgment in the 1989 Statement on the
Defence Estimates that "the choice of an airlaunched missile...must
be taken before long,"
[52] no choice has yet been made public. If the
British do decide to procure such a missile, it appears that they will choose either (a) to work with
the French in constructing a longer-range version
of the ASMP, to be called the ASLP, or (b) to buy
a U.S. system, probably a version of the Supersonic Low-Altitude Target (SLAT), sometimes
called the Tactical Integrated Rocket Ramjet
Missile (TIRRM). The option of buying a version
of the U.S. Short-Range Attack Missile (SRAM)
was, of course, eliminated by President Bush's
cancellation of this program in September 1991.
British sources have indicated that the main
criteria include cost, likely operational effectiveness, timing, and political symbolism. The political
arguments for cooperating with France on some
version of the ASLP are essentially to promote
West European defense cooperation and to diversify Britain's options. The main political argument
for a U.S. system is keeping Britain's "special relationship" with the United States as strong as possible and avoiding a choice that could imply a rejection of cooperation with the United States. Unfortunately, there may be political disadvantages
to either choice, in terms of relations with France
and the United States, even though the official U.S.
position is one of benign indifference.
It remains possible, moreover, that the British
will not procure any air-launched system, owing
to two factors--cost and internal politics. A future
Labour government might choose to keep the
Trident program on the grounds that it had gone
beyond the point of no return, and to cancel the
air-launched missile idea as a concession to its
antinuclear supporters. Even with the Conservatives currently in office, it may be significant that
since 1992 there has been some public discussion
of arming some Trident SLBMs with single warheads and of being prepared to engage in "split
launch" operations. The Trident SLBM would then
take on a "substrategic"
function in addition to its
strategic role, and no air-launched system would
be procured. [53] Another possibility might be a
new generation of nuclear gravity bombs, instead
of a costly air-launched missile, for substrategic
purposes.
Aside from the many issues associated with
arms control, the main strategic planning issues
for the British and French nuclear forces today
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concern residual threats stemming from the nuclear forces of the former Soviet Union; potential
nuclear threats outside of Europe, owing to the

Residual

Threats

in the Former Soviet Union

The political future of all the successor states
of the Soviet Union is uncertain; but Russia is
clearly the most significant potential nuclear
threat, because of its inherent capabilities. Indeed,
according to the May 1992 Lisbon protocols to the
July 1991 U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (START I), Russia is supposed to be the sole
nuclear successor state of the Soviet Union. The
political awkwardness of referring to Russia as a
threat justifying nuclear retaliatory capabilities,
given the changed political circumstances since
1989 (including the dissolution of the Soviet Union
in December 1991), has been evident in France and
Britain as well as in the United States.
In October 1990, a French Ministry of Defense
document resurrected part of the traditional
Gaullist approach to nuclear strategy--that
is, declining to identify Moscow or any other foreign
power as a "designated enemy" of France. "The
French nuclear deterrent is not directed against
anyone in particular. France has no designated enemy. Our deterrent is at the service of our independence." [54] This approach is in a sense reminiscent of the 1967-1968 tous azimuts (all the points
of the compass) episode, in that France's threat of
nuclear retaliation is described as directed against
whatever powers might attempt coercion or
aggression against France. Indeed, Minister of
Defense Pierre Joxe has even revived the phrase
tous azimuts as a concept that "today finds its full
meaning after the fading away of the potential
Soviet adversary." [55]
On the other hand, it is apparent from the context of official statements that the former Soviet arsenal continues to serve as a justification for

Nuclear Threats
The question of the utility of nuclear threats
against regional powers outside Europe was
raised during the 1990-1991 Gulf war. Since that
conflict it has been more widely recognized that
future regional contingencies involving nuclear
threats may arise,
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possible proliferation of nuclear weapons and
delivery systems; and the recurrent question of
possible West European nuclear cooperation.

France's nuclear deterrent, though this arsenal has
been divided for the present among four successor
states, of which three (Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine) have made commitments to dispose of
the nuclear weapons on their soil. In September
1992, the French Prime Minister, Pierre B6r6govoy,
said, "The atomic weapon remains the basis of our
security. It must be maintained in a state of sufficiency. That is, it must pose a sufficiently grave
threat to deter whoever might wish to attack us...
As long as there continues to exist, despite the
progress in East-West negotiations, an [ex-Soviet]
arsenal henceforth divided between a greater
number of powers, France must assure the credibility of this ultimate guarantee." [56]
Some British statements have also acknowledged that the situation in the former Soviet Union
remains a justification for British nuclear forces. In
September 1992, Malcolm Rifkind, the British Secretary of State for Defense, said, "There remains a
huge arsenal in the former Soviet Union... Our
strategy makes military recidivism by any future
Russian leadership a pointless option for them. It
is therefore in the interest both of the Allies and
Russia as well as the other states of the former
Soviet Union." [57] At first glance, this formula
offers the ingenious advantage of describing the
British and NATO nuclear threat to Russia as
being in Russia's own interests. But it is not clear
exactly how Britain and NATO as a whole might
be able to use nuclear weapons to contain possible
"military recidivism" by an expansionist Russia.
No Western governments have been prepared, for
example, to offer nuclear guarantees to ensure
Ukraine's security.

Outside

Europe

In early February 1991, Mitterrand was asked
how the coalition should respond to an Iraqi use of
chemical weapons, given that U.S. officials such as
Vice President Dan Quayle had refused to categorically exclude a nuclear response. [58] Mitterrand
replied, "We must not use chemical weapons. We
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have conventional means that will permit us to
defend ourselves and to make law triumph, but
we must not succumb to this will to reply on the
same level...I exclude it. Neither chemical, nor

deployment of weapons of mass destruction
"while keeping to a minimum collateral damage."
In his view, "The warheads should be conventional whenever it is sufficient, and nuclear with

bacteriological, nor nuclear arms...To use arms of
these types would be a retreat towards barbarism
that I refuse." Mitterrand made it clear, of course,
that he was speaking only for France, but he
added that relations with the United States were
"sufficiently close," with "mutual confidence,"
that he believed it would be possible to discuss the
question and reach an understanding. [59]
Mitterrand's position was attacked by prominent opposition politicians such as former President Val6ry Giscard d'Estaing and former Prime
Minister Jacques Chirac. The essential criticism
was that, as Le Monde put it in an editorial, "By
revealing one's intentions to the adversary, one
fails to maintain the famous uncertainty that is at
the heart of all deterrence." [60] In other words, it
was argued, Mitterrand had simplified Iraqi risk
calculations. It appears that one of Mitterrand's
main reasons for excluding any use of weapons of
mass destruction was concern that even the hint of
such planning could have broken up the United
Nations coalition against Iraqi aggression,
Another part of the French government's logic
was that its nuclear threats should be reserved for

very low yield and used only in retaliation to the
actual use of weapons of mass destruction." [62]
Although some experts have expressed similar
views, [63] others have deplored suggestions to
use nuclear threats or strikes against regional
powers. [64] Critics generally contend that a more
"muscular" nuclear approach might be counterproductive. Their arguments may be summarized
as follows: (1) Making explicit nuclear threats
could encourage and/or legitimize nuclear proliferation in some cases. The French theory of deterrence of the strong by the weak [la dissuasion du
faible au fort] has already provided an example and
strategic rationale of interest to certain countries.
(2) Implementing such strikes would break the
nuclear taboo and might undermine France's
general position that nuclear weapons support a
strategy of non-war [non-guerre] and that they
cannot be used operationally. It would be more
prudent to maintain the equation that nuclear
deterrence means non-use [non-emploi]. (3) Making
such nuclear threats explicitly, to say nothing of
carrying them out, could erode the legitimacy of
nuclear deterrence in Western societies for the

protection of the national territory, the metropolitan homeland that the French call the "hexagon,"
because of its shape. As Foreign Minister Dumas
said in February 1991, "In contrast with chemical
weapons, nuclear weapons cannot be battlefield
weapons, and cannot be used except as the ultimate recourse when the national territory is
threatened. We are not in this hypothesis. The Gulf
war is taking place in a theatre distant from the
hexagon [that is, France]. The national patrimony
is not directly threatened. The risk of world war,
as the President of the Republic has said, does not
exist. Therefore, to use the nuclear weapon now,
and in this context, would constitute a sort of repudiation of ourselves, of our doctrine, and therefore a political and strategic error." [61]
Mitterrand's position was ultimately accepted
as authoritative, although some French commentators continue to maintain that nuclear forces could

primary function of war-prevention.
(4) Pursuing
political and economic measures should be the
first line of defense in trying to prevent nuclear
proliferation; if those measures fail, the military
response should be conventional, even if some
ambiguity about nuclear options has been retained
to keep potential adversaries in a state of
uncertainty.
Some French sources suggest that the February 1991 statements might not offer a precedent for
French policy in future conflicts and that France
should develop a larger array of more flexible capabilities. Official policy articulations in this regard have been, it would seem, deliberately vague.
In May 1992, for example, Joxe raised the possibility of a "resurgence of the former threat,
against which our deterrent is well organized,"
and contrasted it with the potential emergence of
"a new threat for which we would be much less

be used for deterrence and, in some circumstances,
for retaliation against regional threats. Jean-Louis
Gergorin, a Vice-President of Matra and former
head of the Foreign Ministry's planning staff, recently argued that the Western democracies must
"equip themselves with the capacity to destroy
surgically" sites involving the production or

prepared." In view of these uncertainties and the
need for adaptability, Joxe added, it will be necessary "to correct programs which were started in
the context of a single threat from the East... In
addition to having arms capable of massive distant
strikes against predetermined targets, we should
perhaps develop more flexible weapons systems
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that promote deterrence more through the precision with which they strike than through the
threat of a general nuclear exchange." [65]
The British approach and debate have displayed some similarities to the French experience. The
comparable official statement on the possible use
of nuclear weapons in retaliation fo," Iraqi use of
chemical weapons was made in January 1991 in
the House of Commons:
"Sir Trevor Skeet: May I ask the Prime Minister
a direct question? In the event of poisonous gas or
bacteria being used in the Middle East in the event
of war, will he reserve the option to use a nuclear
device if that is necessary for the protection of our
own troops?
"The Prime Minister [John Major]: We have
made it very clear to the Iraqis that we would take
a very serious view indeed of the use of any chemical or biological weapons, but I must say to my
hon. Friend that we have a wide range of weapons
and resources at our hands and I do not envisage
needing to use the sanction that he suggests." [66]
Similarly, just as the French Foreign Minister
was cautious about making nuclear threats in contingencies other than a threat to the national homeland, the British Defense Minister has suggested a
principle of "proportionality"
limiting nuclear
threats to the defense of "vital national interests,"
of which the "most obvious" would be to the
homeland. Malcolm Rifkind has said, "I would be
very cautious about assuming the easy and reliable exportability of nuclear deterrence as a main
component of our defence policy outside Europe.

There may be a place for it--but only to the extent
that the threat of use of nuclear weapons appears
credible. This implies that the use threatened would
have to be justifiable, first to domestic and also to
international
opinion; and this in turn implies that
the use threatened would have to be proportionate
to the aggression. That proportionality
would, I
suggest, apply only if vital national interests were at
stake. The most obvious hypothesis being a direct
homeland threat from an aggressor equipped with
weapons of mass destruction."
[67]
On the other hand, in contrast with the official
interest in France in developing more flexible options, some British officials have rejected proposals
for more "usable" weapons. In the words of Malcolm Rifkind, "What if he is a tyrant with little
regard for the safety and welfare of his own country and people?...Then
there must be worrying
room to doubt how susceptible he will be to the
logic of deterrence as wemand our former Soviet
antagonists--have
traditionally understood
it...
This uncertainty as to the credibility of a nuclear
retaliatory threat posed outside the East-West
context has led to speculation about the possibility
of more 'usable' weapons--low-yield
weapons
which could be used to carry out what are sometimes rather euphemistically
referred to as surgical
strikes...I
doubt very much whether the development of a new war-fighting role for nuclear weapons will assist us in deterring aggression, and discouraging proliferation. There is a horror associated with nuclear weapons which we should not
attempt to mitigate." [68]

West European Nuclear Cooperation
European defense cooperation cannot, of
course, take place without a supportive political
basis. It remains to be seen whether and how the
European Community will be able to surmount its
current difficulties with ratification of the Maas-

acting without calling on U.S. assets in areas such
as strategic lift (air lift and sea lift), aerial refueling,
and satellite support systems, notably for intelligence and command, control, and communications?

tricht Treaty for political union. To what extent
will the European Community and Western European Union become capable of acting without U.S.
political leadership? Given the context of substantially declining defense budgets in all West European countries, including Britain, France, and the
Federal Republic of Germany (the three countries
that spent the most on military capabilities during
the Cold War), to what extent will the European
Community and/or Western European Union
countries become more physically capable of

In French security circles, one of the most
central questions in building a West European
defense identity has long been how to provide nuclear protection for Germany. Since nuclear deterrence remains the most reliable means of warprevention in French eyes, it seems imperative to
preclude any situation that would leave Germany
vulnerable to Russian nuclear coercion or preoccupied with an apparent lack of nuclear protection. Partly to ensure against any future German
interest in an autonomous
nuclear weapons
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program, some French officials and commentators
have suggested that a mechanism be found (perhaps a European nuclear consultation arrangement) that would affirm the strategic solidarity of
Britain, France, and Germany. In July 1990, when
he was still the Defense Minister, Jean-Pierre
Chev6nement suggested that a West European
defense partnership offering nuclear protection to
Germany was the only choice, given the alternatives: "An American protection that risks seeming
more and more uncertain? Or Germany's choice to
assure her security by herself?" [69]
The assumption that U.S. nuclear protection is
unreliable (or may become so in the long-term) has
been prominent in France since the 1956 Suez crisis; it became an article of faith shared in various
French political circles in addition to the Gaullists
during the course of the 1960s. An associated view
found among many of the French is that France
may be able to contribute to a West European arrangement for the nuclear protection of Germany
as part of the European defense entity France has
championed over the years. Part of the French advocacy of a European defense identity has included the argument that, sooner or later, U.S. unreliability will become obvious, and that France's European partners will be grateful to Paris for having
built an independent nuclear deterrent force. [70]
The historical obstacles to a joint West European nuclear deterrent have included the reluctance of Britain and France to extend explicit or
precise guarantees to non-nuclear allies. The
British nuclear presence in Germany with British
forces has been a de facto indication of commitment, but public declarations have usually been

New Perspectives

for British-French

In January 1992, Mitterrand raised the possibility of devising a "European doctrine" within the
European Community for the French and British
nuclear forces: "Only two of the twelve [European
Community countries] have an atomic force. For
their national policy, they have a clear doctrine. Is
it possible to conceive a European doctrine? This
question will very rapidly become one of the major
questions in the construction of a joint European
defense." [73]
In September 1992, French Defense Minister
Pierre Joxe, following up on Mitterrand's statement in January 1992, suggested that France might
be willing for the first time to engage in truly
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seen as unnecessary. Serving French officials (as
opposed to out-of-office politicians) have traditionally indicated that France's "vital interests"
extend beyond the nation's borders. [71] They
have also sometimes referred to dissuasion par
constat rdciproque !mutually recognized deterrence,
sometimes translated as existential deterrence).
Various proposals over the years for a West
European Nuclear Planning Group for consultations about the British and French forces and
cost-sharing were never placed on the political
agenda. [72]
Moreover, aside from Britain's participation in
NATO's Nuclear Planning Group, neither Britain
nor France has appeared ready to share much
information with non-nuclear allies, much less
decision-making. Despite Mitterrand's February
1986 declaration of intent regarding consultation
with the Federal Chancellor prior to any French
use of nuclear weapons on German soil, it appears
that no Franco-German
understanding on basic
operational and strategic principles has been
reached comparable to the guidelines worked out
for U.S. and British nuclear weapons in NATO's
Nuclear Planning Group. The explanation seems
to have resided in a preoccupation with autonomy
and in France's interest in maximizing uncertainties in the interest of deterrent credibility. France's
refusal to engage in consultations on nuclear employment questions with Germany and other allies
lessened the credibility of French professions of
interest in building a West European defense
identity and placing French nuclear forces at the
service of this entity.

Nuclear Cooperation

substantive consultations on nuclear deterrence
and employment policy with its European allies.
"Agreement among Europeans on a single doctrine, and the establishment of an appropriate political structure, seem to me to be essential preconditions for the development of a European nuclear deterrent. However, we can already envisage
multilateral consultation on conditions for the implementation of nuclear weapons and a broadening of the nuclear guarantee. There is a need for
dialogue among Europeans on this subject." [74]
Distinctions have to be made in this regard.
One approach is to say that British and French nuclear forces provide a "penumbra" of protection to
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the non-nuclear European allies, even in the absence of an explicit guarantee, because the security
of these countries--linked
to Britain and France by
the North Atlantic Treaty, the European Community, the Western European Union and other ties-might well be construed as a vital interest by
London and Paris. In November 1991, in the new
NATO strategic concept, the allies paraphrased
the language of their 1974 Ottawa declaration and
said that "the independent nuclear forces of the
United Kingdom and France, which have a deterrent role of their own, contribute to the overall
deterrence and security of the Allies." [75]
Another approach is to imagine a European
political union so complete that British and French
national autonomy and sovereignty would be
submerged into a larger entity. This is in the realm
of remote and abstract conjecture. As Jacques
Mellick, State Secretary in the French Ministry of
Defense, observed in January 1992, "it appears
very difficult to share the nuclear decision with
other states, when no homogeneous political
union and common political authority exists,
Finally, in the hypothesis of a federal union of
Europe, a nuclear power could transfer its deterrent capacity to this new sovereign entity, but this
evolution would imply the political eclipse of the
nations in Europe; it is for one thing a rather distant prospect, and for another, is it desirable?" [76]
The real issues lie in between (a) the implicit
de facto protection conferred on non-nuclear allies
by Britain and France through physical proximity
and close political and economic ties and (b) full
political union, with Britain and France surrendering national sovereignty, including nuclear
weapons choices, to a political union of the European Community countries. The real issues concern, in other words, arrangements in which
Britain and France would retain ultimate control
over the operational employment of their national
nuclear deterrents, but would coordinate their
policies more explicitly with each other and with
their allies,
British-French policy coordination might take
several forms. One might imagine, for example,
the joint development and production of delivery
systems in addition to the ASLP possibility. In the
long-term, this might include SLBMs and SSBNs
after the service life of Trident, if the option of obraining missile systems and submarine designs
from the United States was no longer available
(or attractive) to Britain. Existing forces might be
used with greater efficiency, it has been argued,
through the coordination of British and French
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forces. This could in theory mean that SSBN
patrols might be undertaken by fewer boats, or
that strike plans might be organized for deconfliction and the avoidance of duplication in targeting. The idea of cooperation in nuclear testing
has also been raised by some observers. The
British-U.S. agreement of 1958 restricting information transfers to third parties might, however,
prevent Britain from testing a nuclear device at a
French test site, to say nothing of the likely objections from British environmentalists
and opposition parties and the Commonwealth countries in
the South Pacific.
The most likely cooperation may be an effort
to reach a deeper convergence of policy principles
regarding arms control issues such as nuclear testing and the future of the ABM Treaty and strategic
issues such as the requirements of deterrence and
an appropriate employment policy. This may be
what Joxe had in mind when he recently wrote
that France and Britain are initiating "a rapprochement on the role and instruments of nuclear
deterrence in Europe." [77] Similarly, despite the
ambitious impressions conveyed by some press
accounts, in October 1992 Prime Minister B6r6govoy seemed anxious to underscore that even the
definition of parallel policy perspectives in London and Paris had yet to be achieved. "The establishment of a European corps shows us what a
difficult and lengthy project it is to form the embryo of a conventional European defense; the
adoption of a European deterrence doctrine will
require all the more time and work, because the
question is so complex and sensitive. A preliminary step would no doubt consist of bringing
closer together the viewpoints of the two nuclear
powers of the [European] Community: Great
Britain and France. This would be a useful first
step." [78]
At this juncture, it appears that the least likely
forms of cooperation would involve measures
such as setting up a single command center, with
one country accepting dependence on the other's
nuclear deterrence capabilities and decisionmaking procedures (by, for example, relying on
the other's SSBN force part of the time). Moreover,
neither country is likely to be interested in establishing multilateral control mechanisms that
would constrict British and French sovereignty
through consultation obligations more constraining than "Athens guidelines"-style
"time and circumstances permitting" commitments. Even the
proposal for "multilateral consultation...among

15

Europeans" advanced by Joxe faces genuine
obstacles,
British policy may, for example, hinder the realization of the French vision of a "European doctrine" for a joint West European deterrent based
on the French and British forces. The British approach has been staunchly Atlanticist and opposed
to any conception that would separate the West
European nuclear forces from those of the United
States. In September 1992 Malcolm Rifkind said,
"For Europe and America to develop separate security strategies would be in the interests of neither continent...It
is not in our interests to encourage any tendency towards thinking that there
could be a major conflict in Europe in which the
question of nuclear use arose which did not involve the vital interests of all the allies including
the U.S. Rather, ! see the opportunity
and challenge for Europe being to contribute more fully to
supporting the collective deterrence." [79]
The British have taken the position that a
multilateral consultation forum for nuclear deterrence protecting Western Europe already exists-NATO's Nuclear Planning Group. British officials
have noted that Britain's nuclear forces have been
committed to NATO as well as to national plans
for decades. In Rifkind's words, "We are as cornmitted as is France to the total operational independence of our deterrent...But
we have regarded
the commitment of forces as an important way of
underlining
the message that our deterrent is there
for our non-nuclear Allies as well--that
Britain
would regard her own vital interests as at stake in
any attack upon an Alliance member. The Alliance
strategy provides for flexibility in the choice of response dependent upon circumstance."
[80]
Le Monde interpreted Rifkind's statements as a
reply to Joxe's proposal. Rather than accepting the
French proposal for an extension of British and
French nuclear protection to European allies,
Le Monde concluded, Rifkind was suggesting that
France should join Britain in upholding the nuclear strategy of the Atlantic Alliance in cooperation with the United States and should become

Committee) as dominated by the United States;
and numerous French politicians and commentators have, mistakenly, tended to equate Nuclear
Planning Group participation--and,
indeed,
NATO's integrated military structure--with
a loss
of national sovereignty and freedom of decision.
In other words, continuing French political attitudes about NATO may rule out a solution such
as the British have proposed. France has historically insisted on making it clear that its nuclear
strategy is not only independent
but also conceptually distinct from that of NATO and that of the
United States in particular.
In the 1980s, the French frequently asserted
that their nuclear strategy differed from NATO's
in that France's strategy was intended for deterrence and foresaw only a limited and prompt
"final warning" employment
of "prestraLegic"
nuclear weapons. This was contrasted with
NATO's strategy of flexible response, which they
described, rather misleadingly, as oriented toward
large-scale nuclear employment in Europe in order
to achieve victory on the battlefield. In fact, U.S.
and NATO policy has always been oriented
toward war-prevention,
and beginning in the late
1960s the key concepts were crisis management
and a prompt "r_storation of deterrence" if selective and limited nuclear weapons employment
ever became necessary to stop aggression and end
the war. The truly noteworthy
differences included the French insistence on threatening
prompt
nuclear employment
and the French judgment that
(as the terms implied) "prestrategic"
or "final ............
warning" employment should be clearly linked to
the prospect of imminent strategic nuclear strikes.
In the current situation, some French observers have asserted that France was able to approve
the new NATO strategic concept in November
1991 because NATO had agreed to come closer to
French conceptions of nuclear deterrence, which
they define as employment
only for political wartermination
purposes (an approach that has in fact
been orthodoxy in NATO since the late 1960s). The
French have nonetheless remained reluctant to

a member of NATO's Nuclear Planning Group,
"a step which would mark a rupture with the
Gaullist dogmas of 1966." [81] As The Economist
rightly noted in its discussion of these issues,
French participation
in NATO's Nuclear Planning
Group "is apparently still out of the question,"
owing to the political strength of supporters of
long-standing
Gaullist policies. [82] Historically,
many of the French have seen NATO's Nuclear
Planning Group (and the Defense Planning

acknowledge
publicly that few significant differences separate their nuclear deterrence and initial
operational employment
policies from those of
the United States and NATO. [83] In a sense, the
French seem to have come closer to a longstanding NATO position--later
and more selective use.
It has become difficult to discuss either French
or NATO nuclear doctrine with any precision, because both have become more vague and abstract,

16

Center for Security and Technolo,_d Studies

but at least one clear difference

remains. This dif-

ference resides in the conviction, still firmly held
by some French observers, that a "final warning"
cannot logically be followed by a "second warning." In their view, deterrence requires certainty
and consistency on this point. From their perspective, therefore, NATO concepts of "follow-on use"
and "adaptive planning," with uncertainty sustained as to the nature of NATO's nuclear response, are not considered supportive of deterrence but positively harmful.
Furthermore, French officials have at times
seemed almost to disavow President Mitterrand's
apparent aspirations regarding a "European

Germany

doctrine"

for the British and French nuclear forces.

On some occasions they have emphasized efforts
to assure political elites and the French public that
France will be able to maintain its independent
rank and national security autonomy within
political union of the European Community countries. In a May 1992 National Assembly debate
about amending the national constitution to permit ratification of the Maastricht Treaty, Foreign
Minister Roland Dumas took care to stipulate that
France's nuclear forces are "not involved" in the
process of European political union and "remain
under national command, at the disposition of the
chief of state alone." [84]

and West European

Nuclear Cooperation

No effort to build a West European defense
identity can disregard Germany. Even though
nuclear issues are far from the forefront of German
security preoccupation today, the nuclear dimension is potentially an even more problematic aspect of West European defense cooperation than
the issue of employing German forces outside the
NATO area for Western European Union- or
United Nations-sponsored
military operations,
Significant ambivalence persists in the German
approach to nuclear deterrence. As three perceptive German experts recently wrote, "the German
attitude toward nuclear deterrence...is
as inconclusive as it is crucial." [85]
On the mass public level, Germany's willinghess to accept a foreign nuclear presence--never
that high, even during the Cold War--has continued to decline. Recent polls suggest that a majority
of 70% favor the removal of all remaining U.S.
nuclear weapons from Germany. [86] Some judge
that Germany's long-standing "nuclear allergy"
may become more acute after the last former
Soviet forces are withdrawn in 1994.
Prior to the fall of the Berlin wall, in 1988,
Jean-Pierre Chev_nement, who was then Defense
Minister, described France's nuclear forces as "the
most beautiful contribution" [le plus bel apport] that
France could make to the construction of a more
autonomous European defense. [87] But current
political trends and recent events--the unification
of Germany, the breakup of the Warsaw Pact and
the Soviet Union, and the scheduled withdrawal

nuclear-centered West European defense identity
seem less and less appealing to Germans.
It is apparent that German objections to
France's ground-based prestrategic weapons, articulated by political figures as disparate as Alfred
Dregger and Egon Bahr, influenced the French
decisions to retire the Pluton missiles ahead of
schedule and to refrain from deploying the Had/_s
missiles. The Germans have manifested little
interest in French visions of the European Community political union as a cohesive military
power equipped with British and French nuclear
forces. German reactions to the nuclear aspects of
French proposals for West European defense
identity have ranged from indifference in the
Christian Democratic Union/Christian
Social
Union-Free Democratic Party (CDU/CSU-FDP)
governing coalition to principled opposition in the
Social Democratic Party (SPD) and Green parties.
The German lack of interest in pursuing a hational nuclear weapons option remains correspondingly profound. German elites of all parties
were dismayed at the reports in early 1992 of a
leaked draft of a U.S. Defense Planning Guidance
document that implied that Germany might
choose to seek nuclear weapons. Government
spokesman Dieter Vogel said, "This scenario that
Germany could one day in the future have its
own nuclear weapons is not, absolutely not,
justified." [88]
The consensus in Germany regarding the hation's non-nuclear status has included the corol-

of former Soviet forces from Germany and the rest
of East-Central Europe--are
likely to make a

lary that any necessary nuclear guarantees must be
provided by the United States, with Britain and
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France seen as much less reliable and credible
sources of nuclear protection. As long ago as 1985,
Lothar Ruehl, then the State Secretary in the Ministry of Defense, said that Bonn would welcome it
"if the French nuclear forces were to extend their

the Germans mainly as a supplement
to U.S. forces
(additional centers of nuclear decision-rnaking
that
may complicate the risk calculations of possible
aggressors).
The main nuclear deterrence issues in the Fed-

protection to include the Federal Republic, in addition to the protection offered by the American nuclear forces and NATO's own nuclear weapons in
Europe. However, only as an addition, not as an
alternative."
[891 Manfred W6rner, who was then
the Minister of Defense, said, "France's nuclear
capability is insufficient to protect the Federal
Republic. We will have to continue to rely on the
American nuclear umbrella." 1901 In 1988, Christoph Bertram, editor of Die Zeit and a former
Director of the International
Institute for Strategic
Studies, wrote that, from a German perspective,
the British and French nuclear forces "do not provide deterrence beyond the narrowest definition of
British and French national security." 1911
National unification has not increased the interest of German elites in obtaining nuclear guarantees from Britain and France, nor their willingness to make the nation's security more dependent
on French and British political processes. The lack
of German confidence in British and French nu-

eral Republic, in the years immediately preceding
and since national unification, have been the extent to which a U.S. nuclear force presence is
needed (and, incidentally, to what extent modernization is necessary). The divisions amon G German
elites include the split between (a) those (mainly in
the SPD) who oppose any continuing peacetime
U.S. nuclear deployment
on German soil, and who
therefore favor the reconstitution
approach discussed earlier or even an existential concept of
dependence
on U.S. assurances without any reconstitution arrangements;
and (b) those who hold
that nuclear risk-sharing, alliance cohesion, and
effective deterrence require a minimal U.S. nuclear
presence. As Ri.idiger Moniac recently wrote, "For
Germany, the new atomic age will entail much less
of a psychological and political burden, not to
mention the fact that the use of nuclear weapons
on German soil can already be considered utterly
inconceivable. Even so, Germany must shoulder
its share of the nuclear risk within NATO if it is to

clear guarantees probably remains so fundamental
that many would agree with Josef Joffe's judgment
in 1984: "The ultimate implication of a Western
Europe minus the United States...is
a nucleararmed Federal Republic." [921 As some Germans
have noted in interviews, by definition, lesser
powers cannot guarantee the security of a greater
power; only the United States can offer nuclear
protection to Germany vis-h-vis Russia. The British
and French forces are likely t() remain of interest to

continue to be accepted as an equal partner." 1931
If antinuclear sentiments grow more intense in the
mass public and in influential political factions,
however, the reconstitution
approach to nuclear
deterrence capabilities may be the only option
remaining for U.S. nuclear commitments
to Germany and other non-nuclear allies, aside from
depending exclusively ()n off-shore forces, with
no exercises of redeployments
of nuclear-capable
systems to European soil.

German-American

Relations and Extended Deterrence

Requirements

German security elites have, it might be recalled, repeatedly redefined the credibility requirements of extended deterrence. In the late
1970s, Chancellor Helmut Schmidt and other

others expressed reservations). After President
Bush decided in 1991 to remove all the remaining
ground-based
U.S. nuclear systems, a number of
Germans continued to maintain that U.S. nuclear

prominent Germans argued that it was imperative
to deploy U.S. nuclear-armed
ground-based missiles in Western Europe, with ranges great enough
to hold targets in the former Soviet Union at risk
and ihereby ensure deterrence. After these missiles
(the Pershing ii ballistic missiles and the groundlaunched cruise missiles) were eliminated by the
1987 INF Treaty, many Germans argued that U.S.
nuclear commitments
were still credible (though

commitments were still credible.
If the remaining U.S. nuclear systems (weapons for dual-capable aircraft) were removed,
moreover, some Germans might still affirm the
credibility of U.S. nuclear commitments_thanks
to reconstitution arrangements
or simply to the
existential force of continuing U.S. political assurances. (The existential approach to deterrence
emphasizes the notion that no potential aggressor
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could rule out the possibility of U.S. nuclear use,
even in the absence of nuclear capabilities deployed in Europe.)
German-American
relations regarding nuclear
weapons matters may well, in other words, continue to represent a process of mutual accommodation to the boundaries of what is politically
practical in each country. Both the United States
and the Federal Republic of Germany have attempted to shape NATO nuclear policy while accepting what could not be changed, owing to
overriding political constraints. In 1987, Bonn had
to accept the U.S.-Soviet INF Treaty and even professed to be pleased with it, though its implications clearly disturbed some of the Federal Republic's security experts. [94] In mid-1989, Washington
had to accept Bonn's unwiliingness to make a
positive decision on what was then considered to
be an important nuclear modernization question-the follow-on to the Lance missile. [95]
In the future, German-American
interactions
might lead to further denuclearization.
Some
Germans, particularly on the left, may more vigorously champion a "reconstitution" approach or
even an "existential" concept that would eliminate
the remaining U.S. nuclear presence as an unnecessary remnant of the Cold War.
Some Americans might also seek the removal
of these remaining nuclear forces, for a variety of
motives in addition to the-Cold-War-is-over
argument. Some contend, for example, that such a
removal could be a useful step in a global campaign to eliminate all nonstrategic nuclear forces
and all deployments of nuclear forces outside the
national territories of their owners. [96]
Others note that the Warsaw Pact conventional threat of the past has disappeared, and
judge that NATO can and should now rely much
more emphatically on conventional forces. A
corollary of this outlook is the idea that U.S. nuclear forces should be radically cut back, with the
only remaining U.S. nuclear forces overseas (those
in Europe) returned to North America. U.S. nuclear forces should then, it is argued, be reconfigured for maximum flexibility, including possible
prompt deployment in various types of contingencies around the world. It is worth noting in this
regard that the possible role of the new U.S.
Strategic Command with regard to remaining U.S.
"theater/tactical" nuclear weapons has not yet
been decided, but the Strategic Command "has
most U.S. military expertise in nuclear weapons,
including overall targeting responsibility." [97]
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Supporters of such a reconfiguration of the
remaining nuclear capabilities of the United States
suggest that the current policy of retaining some
U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe may make the
most flexible type of nuclear forces for limited
contingencies (bombs for tactical fighter-bomber
aircraft) vulnerable to possible political developments in Europe, especially Germany. That is, a
German decision to seek the removal of these nuclear forces could result in a domino effect eliminating U.S. nuclear weapons from several or all of
the non-nuclear host nations in NATO Europe,
and perhaps even from Britain. [98] This might
result in the complete elimination of these remaining air-delivered U.S. nuclear weapons, the end of
the nuclear-delivery
capability of the aircraft
concerned, and U.S. dependence on higher-yield
and less discriminate intercontinental strike
systems.
To hedge against the risk of losing these more
limited capabilities, some argue, the United States
should take the initiative in removing the weapons
from Europe and should reconfigure its nuclear
forces for potential flexible applications in unpredictable regional contingencies. Only in this fashion, it is contended, can the United States ensure
its ability to have more discriminate and selective
nuclear options, with the delivery flexibility of
tactical fighter-bomber aircraft.
In short, certain strands of current thinking in
both Germany and the United States may in the
future tend to converge in support for removal of
existing U.S. nuclear capabilities from Germany
and perhaps from Europe as a whole.
At present, however, even the SPD seems to
be disposed to refrain from making an issue of the
remaining U.S. nuclear forces in Germany and, in
practice, to favor avoiding a public debate on nuclear deterrence matters. The residual U.S. nuclear
capabilities are seen by many German security experts as an element of stability, an important link
to the United States, and part of a larger NATO
alliance framework that remains indispensable for
the security of Germany, the European Community, and Europe as a whole at a time of great-and possibly growing--political
instability in
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. As a
result, among security experts in both Germany
and the United States at present, the predominant
attitude seems to be one of "don't rock the boat"-that is, de facto support for the existing deployment
of a minimal number of bombs for dual-capable
aircraft.
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Moreover, the arguments raised in the United
States in support of withdrawing the remaining
nuclear forces appear ill-founded. For example,
the suggestion that the United States should withdraw these weapons for fear of an eventual German demand for their removal amounts to creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. It is more prudent to
prepare for such a situation than to initiate a withdrawal that would stimulate anxieties and debates
about apparent U.S. disengagement,
The proposal that all nonstrategic nuclear
weapons be eliminated fails to acknowledge that
the distinction between strategic and nonstrategic
(or substrategic or prestrategic or tactical, etc.)
nuclear forces has always been rather artificial and
arbitrary and is increasingly recognized as such.

As noted earlier, the French have consolidated all
the land-based aircraft previously considered
"prestrategic" in the strategic air command (Forces
Adriemzes Stratdgiques); and some observers in
Britain, France, and the United States have called
for more consideration of possible limited and
selective employment of SLBMs, systems that used
to be deemed clearly "strategic."
The overriding argument against this proposal, which would remove the remaining U.S. nuclear forces from Europe, is the historical experience of NATO. This experience suggests strongly
that shared security interests can be most reliably
defended through nuclear force deployments and
associated arrangements that provide for effective
risk- and responsibility-sharing.

Probable German Choices and Preferences
Germany and the other nop-nuclear West
European states have manifested relatively little
interest in a joint West European nuclear deterrent
in recent years, partly because their confidence in
U.S. nuclear capabilities and commitments is
higher than their confidence in British and/or
French nuclear assets and assurances. The hypothetical difficulties of devising a strategically
credible and politically satisfactory multilateral
control mechanism among sovereign governments
_multiple keys could lead to multiple vetoes and
the loss of deterrent credibility) do not seem likely
to become practical problems as long as the entire
project of a joint West European deterrent remains
confined to exploratory dialogues between Britain
and France. Discussions about multilateral West
European nuclear deterrent cooperation
may remain abstract and deferred to an uncertain future
as long as U.S. commitments
appear reasonably
credible and reliable,
The North Atlantic Treaty has in a sense been
the West's most successful nonproliferation
agreement. Confidence in the reliability of U.S.
nuclear commitments
has, it may be argued,
helped to dissuade some countries from seeking
nuclear weapons capabilities that might have otherwise done so. This has been an important factor
in the Federal Republic, even though many other
significant considerations
have contributed to discouraging the Germans from pursuing national
nuclear weapons capabilities. Indeed, most politically conscious Germans have seen no advantages
in Germany becoming a nuclear weapons state,
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and there is no visible constituency in Germany
for a national nuclear weapons program. The
Federal Republic's Western European Union and
Non-Proliferation
Treaty commitments have
recently been reinforced by the "two-plus-four"
treaty on the final settlement of the German
question.
Many Germans, at least in elite political circles, would agree with a recent U.S. analysis that
warned that a U.S. military withdrawal from
Europe could result in a "leadership vacuum" that
"would place great pressure on the Federal Republic of Germany to assume a leadership role in
European security and create corresponding concerns in other European countries, West and East.
Such a devek)pment
would therefore cause serious
domestic political divisions as well as uneasiness
among its neighbors. The possible emergence of an
independent
German nuclear force, which could
lie at the end of this road, would be a profoundly
unsettling option." [99]
Such a German force might, however, be less
probable than other outcomes, depending
on the
salience of perceived threats to German and West
European security after a hypothetical U.S. military withdrawal
from Europe. U.S. nuclear forces
and commitments
have played, it may be argued,
a positive role in intra-European
politics by lowering the political profile of the British and French
nuclear forces. Even though Germany has advantages in political clout and influence based on its
economic strength, these forces endow Britain and
France with strategic options and a certain type of
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political status unavailable to Germany. The Germans seem likely to accept this situation as long as
the political and security relevance of these nuclear weapons appears minimal and as long as
Britain and France refrain from asserting that their
nuclear weapons entitle them to a leadership role
in West European security arrangements.
If U.S. nuclear forces and commitments were
withdrawn, however, Germans might see advantages in pursuing arrangements that would diminish the sigrdficance of the differences in status and
options between Germany and its two nucleararmed West European allies. If the security environment appeared benign and conducive to successful arms control and disarmament negotiations, the Germans might become champions of
sharp reductions in the British and French nuclear
forces. If the security environment seemed more
hazardous, with West European nuclear capabilities judged likely to be of some utility in containing and countering threats, the Germans might
well be more inclined to seek the establishment of
substantive multilateral control mechanisms in the
Western European Union or the European Cornmunity political union that would genuinely
narrow the differences between Germany and its
two nuclear partners,
While either of these outcomes might be more
likely than a German national nuclear deterrent,
none of these three possibilities--disarmament,
multilateral control, or a German force--would
be particularly welcome to Britain or France. For
these reasons, the British and French governments
are likely to be cautious about (a) raising expectations among non-nuclear allies about the possible
extent of multilateral consultation obligations
and (b) pursuing arrangements oriented toward
a joint West European deterrent that might encourage influential U.S. observers to believe that a

European substitute for U.S. nuclear forces and
commitments is at hand.
Germany's governing elites concur with their
counterparts in most of Western Europe about the
indispensability of U.S. political-military commitments in Europe's troubled security landscape. In
May 1992, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl told
an American audience, "For a long time to come,
there will be enormous stocks of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons in the successor states
of the former Soviet Union. They remain a source
of danger against a background of political instability, and hence conflict. Not least for this reason,
the substantial presence of North American forces
in Western Europe and Germany remains indispensable for the security of both our nations, now
and in the future." [100]
It appears that the long-standing and prevailing German aversion to pursuing a national nuclear deterrent could only change in extreme circumstances--for
instance, a U.S. withdrawal of
nuclear forces and commitments (or perceived
signs of an impending U.S. disengagement from
these commitments), and the emergence of apparent nuclear threats to the east and/or south of
Germany (such as those that might be posed by a
dictatorial and expansionist regime in Moscow,
civil war in Russia, or a Russian-Ukrainian
war).
The Germans will no doubt be heavily influenced
by their assessment of America's willingness to
remain responsibly committed to helping Germany and Western Europe as a whole cope with
the full array of political, economic, and security
problems posed by the collapse of the Soviet empire. The clear German preference has been for the
retention of a reliable U.S. nuclear guarantee, with
little or no confidence in the political feasibility
or strategic credibility of a joint West European
deterrent based on the British and French forces.

Conclusion
Given that the United States has withdrawn its
nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missiles and
the nuclear weapons on its aircraft carriers, with
these weapons either destroyed or placed in storage, the only non-intercontinental
nuclear systems
left in service are those retained for ground-based
aircraft in Europe. In February 1992, Les Aspin,
then the Chairman of House Armed Services
Committee, wrote that, "ln close consultation with
our NATO allies, we now need to consider the

Center for Security and Technology Studies

possibility of withdrawing and later eliminating
remaining air-delivered tactical nuclear weapons
in Europe." [1011 Withdrawing these weapons
would, however, probably not promote the nonproliferation goals championed by Aspin, but
cot:ld well have a number of effects damaging to
Western and international security.
U.S. withdrawal of the final remaining nuclear
systems in Europe would send a signal of disengagement. The fact of withdrawal would
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undermine the credibility of assurances that the
United States intends to remain committed to
European security. It could have destabilizing
effects, with potentially serious long-term repercussions. It would eventually, if not immediately,
provoke debates and raise anxieties that are not
now present.
The perception of a withdrawal
of U.S. protection could raise incentives for some European
states to seek nuclear weapons or to form coalitions to substitute for the alliance with the United
States. The impression that the United States was
disengaging from leadership responsibilities
could
stimulate a competition for primacy among the
larger European states,
Given the improbability
of any true political
union in the European Community in the foreseeable future, many allied observers would agree
with Walter Slocombe's judgment: "A unified
Germany would not readily rely indefinitely on a
British or French deterrent. The practical issue,
therefore, is whether there will be U.S. nuclear
weapons in Europe--or
German ones. So long as
there is a reluctance to see German nuclear weapons, there will be a strong case for an American
nuclear guarantee made manifest by the presence
of nuclear weapons nearby." [102]
The participation
and reassurance functions of
U.S. nuclear forces in Europe would end if these
weapons were withdrawn.
NATO's Nuclear Planning Group would become an "academic" body in
that its responsibilities
would be cut back to the
vanishing point. The non-nuclear European countries that accept nuclear basing and delivery roles
and responsibilities
would lose these tasks, because the nuclear programs of cooperation with
the United States would end. Fewer European
political-military
elites would be well-informed
about nuclear weapons issues, with the awareness
of the critical concrete details and problems that is
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necessary for sound collective decision-making.
The divisions between the nuclear-weapon
state
and non-nuclear-weapon
state members of the
Western European Union and the European Community would become more distinct, a fact that
could be damaging to West European (and
Western) political and strategic unity.
As Jean-Marie Gu6henno of the French
Foreign Ministry has asked, if nuclear weapons
were only on the territory of nuclear-weapon
states, would this be "compatible with the political
and strategic solidarity we are seeking, which is
the guarantee of our security?" [103] Some French
observers have even raised the possibility of
immediately replacing withdrawn
U.S. nuclear
capabilities with French and British nuclear systems to avoid a politically and strategically damaging denuclearization.
But it would clearly be
preferable to maintain existing programs of cooperation with the United States in conjunction with
potential future European deployments more
extensive than the British nuclear capabilities in
Germany.
The implications for U.S. as well as general
Western policy seem self-evident. No joint West
European deterrent capable of substituting for U.S.
forces and commitments
is on the horizon. The
main risk factors include continuing uncertainties
about the future of Russia (including its relations
with other successor states to the Soviet Union),
potential threats beyond but near Europe
(including possible nuclear proliferation), the
persisting dependence
of Germany and other nonnuclear allies on U.S. nuclear protection, and the
dangers of fundamental
destabilization
in the
event of a U.S. withdrawal. These factors argue
that it remains in the interests of the United States
to stay engaged in Europe, with the credibility of
its nuclear commitments
ensured by a continuing
nuclear force presence.
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