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ABSTRACT

The dissolution of the Soviet Union and the unification of Germany have
fundamentally changed the politics of security in Europe. This thesis analyzes German
perspectives on the international security environment and offers judgements about the
probable future role of nuclear deterrence in Europe.

The thesis begins with a survev of the role of nuclear deterrence in the security
policy of the Federal Republic of Germany during the period prior to reunification in 1989-
1990. This is followed by an analysis of German views on the West European nuclear
powers: the United Kingdom and France. German views on the U.S. nuclear presence and
U.S. commitments to Europe are then examined. German views on nuclear weapons in
the former Soviet Union and the potential for proliferation on Europe’s periphery complete
the survey.

For the short term, Germany will not change its present policies regarding nuclear
deterrence in Europe. The German nation is likely to remain preoccupied with the
reunification process for several years, and German politicians are not disposed to seek a
debate on nuclear deterrence. The Germans generally consider Britain and France
incapable of providing adequate nuclear protection for the Federal Republic in the near

term, so the Germans will continue to rely on the United States for a nuclear guarantee.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The dissolution of the Soviet Union and the unification of Germany have
fundamentally changed the politics of security in Europe. The future role of
nuclear deterrence is under scrutiny. In several countries, domestic pressures
encourage governments to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons. This thesis
examines the prudence of such reductions and possible eliminations. It analyzes
German perspectives on the international security environment and offers
judgements about the probable future role of nuclear deterrence in Europe.

The thesis begins with a survey of the role of nuclear deterrence in the
security policy of the Federal Republic of Germany during the period prior to
reunification in 1989-1990. This is followed by an analysis of German views on the
West European nuclear powers: the United Kingdom and France. German views
on the U.S. nuclear presence and U.S. commitments to Europe are then examined.
German views on nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union and the potential
for proliferation on Europe’s periphery complete the survey.

For the short term, Germany will not change its present policies regarding
nuclear deterrence in Europe. The German nation is likely to remain preoccupied
with the reunification process for several years, and German politicians are not

disposed to seek a debate on nuclear deterrence. Germany is apprehensive about
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possible instabilitv in the East, but is unwilling to jeopardize the smooth
withdrawal of Russian forces from eastern Germany with any new policy
ventures. The Germans generally consider Britain and France incapable of
providing adequate nuclear protection for the Federal Republic in the foreseeable
tuture, so the Germans will continue to rely on the United States for a credible
nuclear guarantee. In the longer term, the Europeans may achieve a level of unity
conducive to joint control over nuclear weapons; this might provide the Germans
with a viable European alternative. Germans are concerned about potential
developing threats from the south, including the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction. It is unlikely that the Germans will pursue a national nuclear
deterrent barring the emergence of extreme circumstances— for example,
uncontrolled proliferation in and/or near Europe, antagonistic authoritarian
governments to the east, and an inadequate umbrella from either the U.S. or
Western Europe. It is in the interests of the United States to avert such a situation

by continuing to provide a credible nuclear guarantee to Germany.




I. INTRODUCTION

The profound changes now underway in Europe have been widely viewed
as harbingers of a new age of peace. With the Cold War over, it is said, the
threat of war that has hung over Europe for more than four decades is
lifting. Swords can now be beaten into ploughshares; harmony can reign
among the states and peoples of Europe. Central Europe, which long
groaned under the massive forces of the two military blocs, can convert its
military bases into industrial parks, playgrounds, and condominiums.
Scholars of security affairs can stop their dreary quarrels over military
doctrine and balance assessments, and turn their attention to finding ways
to prevent global warming and preserve the ozone layer. European leaders
can contemplate how to spend peace dividends. So goes the common
view.!

The dissolution of the Soviet Union and the unification of Germany have
fundamentally changed the politics of security in Europe. The future role of
nuclear deterrence is under scrutiny. In several countries, domestic pressures
encourage governments to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons. This thesis
examines the prudence of such reductions and possible eliminations. It analyzes
German perspectives on the international security environment and offers
judgements about the probable future role of nuclear deterrence in Europe.

The thesis begins with a survey of the role of nuclear deterrence in the

security policy of the Federal Republic of Germany during the period prior to

'John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold
War,” International Security Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer 1990): 5.



reunification in 1989-1990. This is followed by an analysis of German views on the
West European nuclear powers: the United Kingdom and France. German views
on the U.S. nuclear presence and U.S. commitments to Europe are then examined.
German views on nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union and the potential
for proliferation on Europe’s peripherv complete the survey.

With respect to methodology, this study relies on a qualitative analysis of
German perspectives® on the future of nuclear deterrence in Europe. A survey
of a limited number of primary sources in German, FBIS, The Week in Germany,
The German Tribune, and numerous other sources supports this examination. The
discussion confines itself to the German perspectives on each issue in an attempt
to reach informed judgements about the prospective course of German security
policy.

German security policy in 1992 has moved directly into the practical details
of the most far-reaching re-assessment and reorganization of the German armed
forces since their creation in the middle-1950s.” Drastic cuts in forces, as well as
a general reorientation to new missions within an altered strategic setting have

generally overturned the comfortable assumptions of German defense planning.

’These German perspectives include the Chancellor’s Office, the Ministry of
Defense, the Foreign Office, German defense experts, German foreign policy
experts, and German journalists.

’Interview with Professor Donald Abenheim, Stanford University, 23
November 1992.




This process will lead by the end of the century to a vastly different Bundeswehr
as regards missions, forces, and above all as regards the mentality of military
profession and the place of the soldier.

Put very simply, the Bundeswehr long existed as a kind of "deterrence army";
that is, a military whose simple existence fulfilled strategic objectives, but whose
ranks increasingly lacked the combat experience that is so central to the United
States armed forces. The strategic circumstances of the foundation of the
Bundeswehr in 1955-1965, as well as the basic tenet of its alliance integration
greatly circumscribe its missions and function. Although the principal mission
of the German armed forces remains that of "national defense,” that is , the
protection of home territory against assault, the events of the past year lead one
to suggest that this customary task will increasingly be overshadowed by smaller-
scale rapid reaction missions.

The center-of-gravity of West German defense was long oriented toward the
life-or-death contingency of the central front. A chief means to master this
challenge lay in the adherence to the imperatives of alliance cohesion. Toward
this end, the West Germans created German combat power in concert with the
United States and the chief NATO allies. This development was part of a grand
Cold War bargain worked out in the 1950s that integrated German military power

in a non-threatening manner into the structures of the Western alliance; while at




the same time the Federal Republic of Germany sought to accept its fair share of
the burden of Western defense as a sign of its political reliability and military
skill. The success of German unification and the disentanglement of the military
confrontation in central Europe have brought in German eyes an enormous
increase in the sense of national security, although at the same time this
development has greatly undermined popular support for the requirement of
defense.

The flagging pace of unification in 1992 has placed an extraordinary burden
on the makers of German national policy. The difficulties visible, for instance, in
the crisis of the European Currency System and the outbreak of xenophobic and
racist violence throughout the FRG have moved German observers of national life
to speak of the gravest challenge to German democracy since 1949. The making
of defense policy cannot remain unaffected by such developments.

This phenomenon is especially evident in what could well be described as
the central issue of German defense in 1992: the creation of forces to perform
missions and functions removed from NATO. This process might have remained
in the realm of speculation for the next ten or more years had not the double-
shocks of the Gulf and Yugoslavia wars overwhelmed the makers of German
defense policy. German defense minister Volker Riihe has moved forward

assertively to provide the means for a greater German role in international




organizations and crisis management; nonetheless, the historical and constitutional
limits, as well as obstacle of mentality in the civilian and military spheres, prevent
the German armed forces from playing any significant role beyond a handful of
symbolic gestures at the moment.*

Within the larger context of fundamental change in German defense policy,
this thesis analyzes German perspectives on nuclear deterrence. Nuclear weapons
play a smaller role in alliance defense policy than during the Cold War.
Nonetheless, they are still vital to NATO deterrence policy, as stated in the new
strategic doctrine:

To protect peace and to prevent war or any kind of coercion, the Alliance
will maintain for the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and
conventional forces based in Europe and kept up to date where necessary,
although at a significantly reduced level. . . . The alliance’s conventional
forces alone cannot ensure the prevention of war. Nuclear weapons make
a unique contribution in rendering the risks of any aggression incalculable
and unacceptable. Thus, they remain essential to preserve peace.’

Although not the central issue in German security policy today, the evolving
role of nuclear deterrence presents numerous challenges for European and
international security. Some of these challenges include: What role will be

assigned to nuclear deterrence in German security policy in the future? What are

the prospects for British-French nuclear cooperation leading to the development

‘Abenheim, interview.

*The Alliance’s Strategic Concept, (Brussels, Belgium: NATO Office of
Information and Press, November, 1991), p. 9, par. 39.




of a joint "European” deterrent, and would Germany rely on such a guarantee?
What is the future of the U.S. nuclear guarantee to Germany? If there is a change
of government, will the German people demand the removal of all nuclear
weapons from German soil? Might the current government make such a
demand? If the U.S. nuclear guarantee was removed and there was no viable
European alternative, would the Germans pursue an autonomous national nuclear
deterrent? What are German perspectives about potential future threats from the
East and the role of nuclear deterrence in addressing such threats? What are
German perspectives about potential future threats from the South and the role
of nuclear deterrence in addressing such threats? Attempting to draw on a wide
range of German perspectives, the analysis that follows will attempt to reach
informed judgments about the challenges presented by the future role of nuclear
deterrence in European security.

This thesis is based on the assumption that, regardless of the changes in
Europe, "atomic weapons will remain an important element in world politics for
the foreseeable future.” The prospects for worldwide nuclear disarmament are
remote. Responsible policy formulation must be conducted in an atmosphere of

"nuclear reality." Nuclear weapons cannot be disinvented.

®Karl-Heinz Kamp, "The Future of Nuclear Forces in European Security,” at
Euro-American Workshop: What Future for Nuclear Forces In International
Security? (Paris: Institut Frangais des Relations Internationales), 27 February 1992, 3.




Germany will plav a decisive role in the future of nuclear deterrence in
Europe. Its geostrategic position and its strong economy have propelled Germany
to the leadership position in Central Europe. The ruling coalition has adhered to
NATO policy which has, since the October 1991 Nuclear Planning Group meeting,
relied on gravity bombs for U.S. and allied dual-capable aircraft in Europe, with
an implicit link to American strategic nuclear assets. The SPD opposition
proposes a nuclear weapons-free zone (NWFZ) in Central Europe. In a recent
poll, "only forty-four percent of the Germans polled believed that nuclear
weapons had preserved peace in Europe while sixty-three percent stated that
nuclear weapons had endangered peace.” These divergent German perspectives
provide part of the baseline for debates about nuclear weapons matters in the
Federal Republic.

Germany monitors potential French and British nuclear decisions with
interest. Both the United Kingdom and France have repeatedly reaffirmed their
positions as autonomous nuclear powers and are reluctant to emulate superpower
nuclear force reductions. The prospect of Anglo-French nuclear cooperation
leading to the development of a joint "European” deterrent appears doubtful in

the foreseeable future. Neither country seems likely to sacrifice its autonomy of

Ronald D. Asmus, "Germany in Transition: National Self-Confidence and
International Reticence,” statement before the House Sub-Committee on Europe
and the Middle East, Santa Monica, CA: Rand, 1992, 5.




decision making, and the Germans are probablv unwilling to rely on nuclear
guarantees from countries they appear to perceive as "lesser powers.” The basis
for these judgments is discussed in Chapter III.

The Federal Republic has traditionally relied on the nuclear commitment of
the United States. The American troop levels in Europe have implicitly been
attached to the U.S. nuclear commitment and the current reductions in the U.S.
military presence may place this nuclear commitment in question, especially if
German public opinion and/or future governments will no longer accept any U.S.
nuclear presence-- that is, not even air-delivered weapons. The Germans could
find themselves in a difficult position if the nuclear commitment from the United
States declined without a viable replacement.

Germany faces this dilemma while assorted risks and threats evolve in the
East and South. Uncertainty surrounds the future of the nuclear weapons in the
former republics of the Soviet Union, particularly Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and
Kazakhstan. How should Germany respond to nuclear proliferation in countries
in the Middle East and North Africa? These potential threats to Western Europe
are vital factors in the future strategic planning of the region.

The Federal Republic is faced with decisions of enduring importance and
extreme complexity as it formulates its policy on nuclear weapons. It must take

into account an unpredictable, dismantling "former superpower” with nuclear




weapons and an immense conventional force capability. Germany also must plan
for the probable emergence of new power centers that will almost certainly
become nuclear as technology proliferation continues.

These are difficult decisions for a nation that continues to renounce
autonomous nuclear weapons development. The debate is complicated further
as the interests and policies of Germany’s European neighbors must be included
in any future nuclear security plans. Maintaining credible nuclear protection
would represent a great challenge for the Federal Republic if the Americans

turned inward and the French and British remained aloof.




II. THE ROLE OF NUCLEAR DETERRENCE IN THE SECURITY POLICY

OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY PRIOR TO REUNIFICATION

A. INTRODUCTION
Nuclear deterrence has been the central pillar of alliance strategy since the

founding of the Federal Republic of Germany. Initially in a position of limited-
sovereignty, West Germany struggled to absorb the evolving alliance strategy.
As West German power increased, alliance security policy reflected greater
German influence. Throughout the period from 1949-1989, West Germany
influenced alliance security policy to meet German national interests. According
to Chancellor Kohl, this process laid the groundwork for the pinnacle of West
German foreign and security policy, Germany’s unification.

It is clear to me today, that everything that happened in foreign and security

policy after 1983 and up until German unification began with the NATO-

Doppelbeschluss (Nato dual-track decision, the decision to station medium-

range missiles in the Federal Republic). We showed the Soviet Union . . .

that the West will not let itself be forced to its knees. My political fate was

bound up with that decision. If we had not participated, the confidence we

enjoyed among our allies with regard to German unity would have been
considerably diminished, not least with the Americans.®

*Helmut Kohl, interview with Welt am Sonntag in The Week in Germany, 2
October 1992, 2.
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The focus of this chapter is the role assigned to nuclear deterrence in West
German security policv prior to November 1989. The chapter surveys the major
points in the development of the Federal Republic’s nuclear policy, including its
initially dependent status under Adenauer, its first formulation under Strauss, its
refinement under Schmidt, and its final assertion under Kohl.

The chapter considers the evolution of the nuclear issues in West German
security policy in four phases: (1) 1945-1960, (2) 1961-1969, (3) 1970-1979, (4) 1980-
1989. These periods were selected to divide the era into approximately equal
segments while containing related topics. In each phase the controversies, debates
and policy struggles of West German security policy will be analyzed as they
relate to nuclear deterrence. The chapter concludes with a summary of dominant

themes.

B. 1945-1960

1. Adenauer Laying the Foundation: 1945-1953
The role of nuclear deterrence in West German security policy was
heavily influenced by the Federal Republic’s first chancellor, Konrad Adenauer.
Adenauer was dependent on the counsel of his military advisors, General Speidel
and General Heusinger, because his knowledge of military affairs was limited.

Nonetheless, Adenauer had judgments about nuclear deterrence and U.S. nuclear

11




capabilities at a very early point. In Adenauer’s Memoirs, these judgments are
described as affecting his approach to security policy as early as 1946.

Adenauer was critical of American policy towards Germany and the

Soviet Union immediately following World War II. According to Adenauer,
The policy of the Western Allies towards us showed all too clearly that they
had not recognized the Soviet aim. The United States of America had an
atomic monopoly and saw in this, rather short-sightedly, an absolute
guarantee of superiority to any danger that might threaten from the
direction of Soviet Russia.’

Adenauer was reluctant to place too much emphasis on the value of nuclear

deterrence.

This reluctance was reinforced with the first Soviet test explosion of an
atom bomb in 1949. Adenauer did not believe that the Americans would use
atomic weapons against the Soviet Union to protect the Federal Republic. "I
considered it extremely doubtful that in such a contingency, in which not the
Soviet Union but the Soviet zone government was the aggressor, the United States
would use atomic weapons against Russia.""

The Korean War highlighted the limitations of nuclear deterrence from

Adenauer’s perspective. "The United States had placed too much reliance on its

atomic weapons and measures of economic assistance. [The North Korean

’Konrad Adenauer, Memoirs 1945-53, trans. Beate Ruhm von Oppen (Chicago:
Henry Regnery Company, 1966), 78.

“Ibid., pp. 273, 275, 281.
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invasion of] South Korea demonstrated that these were not enough to halt

communism."'!

Adenauer’s earlv judgements about nuclear deterrence and
American commitments provided the foundation of West Germany’s future

security policy.

2. The Nonproduction Pledge: 1954
The Federal Republic’s first formal action with respect to nuclear

weapons policy was Adenauer’s 1954 nonproduction pledge. In the 1954 London
and Paris accords which provided for West Germany’s accession to NATO, the
Germans pledged that:

The Federal Republic undertakes not to manufacture in its territory any

atomic weapons . . . defined as any weapon which contains . . . nuclear fuel

.. . and which, by . . . uncontrolled nuclear transformation of the nuclear

fuel . . . is capable of mass destruction . . . [or] any part, device, assembly

or material especially designed for . . . any [such] weapon."

Much controversy has surrounded the pledge and the conditions under

which it was made. This section examines the political context of the pledge and

"Ibid., 319.

"Protocol III, on the Control of Armaments, Annex I (incorporating the
provisions of Annex II, paragraph 103), reprinted together with the other
protocols modifying the Brussels and North Atlantic treaties in Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations, Protocol on the Termination of the Occupation Regime in the
Federal Republic of Germany and Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty on Accession of
the Federal Republic of Germany, Executives L and M, 83rd Congress, 2nd sess.
(1954); quoted in Catherine McArdle Kelleher, Germany and the Politics of Nuclear
Weapons (New York: Columbia University Press, 1975), 9.

13




its origins in the negotiations for the ill-fated European Defense Community
(EDC).

According to Catherine Kelleher, "The 1954 pledge can be viewed in
many respects as the last in a series of control measures set down by the wartime
Allies for a defeated and, subsequently, not-yet-sovercign Germany.""" After
World War II, any connection between Germany and the production of
armaments, especially nuclear, was strictly controlled. From an American
perspective, the outbreak of the Korean War made the establishment of West
German armed forces an immediate requirement. The European Defense
Community was the initial attempt to meet the need for rearmament while
allaying international fears of a resurgent Germany.

The EDC was in essence a French attempt to institutionalize European
control over German rearmament. When the EDC was not ratified by the French
National Assembly, essential elements of the EDC’s nuclear negotiations were
carried over into the 1954 pledge. Adenauer knew that the French would be
unwilling to accept German rearmament without some restrictions.

Adenauer established several conditions for his 1954 pledge. One of
these was equality; Adenauer was not willing to accept a Bundeswehr that was

inferior to its allies. He also demanded full sovereignty for the Federal Republic

“Kelleher, Germany and Nuclear Weapons, 11.
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and a securitv guarantee from the United States. Adenauer clearly stated that
his pledge had been given onlv rebus sic stantibus--"that is, onlv for as long as
Bonn believed the conditions under which it was given still existed.™*

Some controversv remains over the Federal Republic’s interest in
autonomous nuclear weapons production. The German organization established
to produce an atomic weapon during World War II was many years behind the
American project. After the war there was little or no interest in developing such
weapons in Germany. “So far as it existed at all, the problem of German
production of nuclear weapons existed almost solely in the perceptions, the fears,

and the plans of the wartime Allies."”

3. The Transition: 1955-1956
The renunciation pledge helped to set the stage for the Federal
Republic’s entrance into NATO in 1955. At that time there was a great reliance
on nuclear weapons within the alliance.
It was expected that war would begin with massive nuclear blows: the
ground forces would be the “shield” whose task was to fight a brief action

in Germany while the strategic air force, the "sword,” would paralyze the
opponent.'®

“Konrad Adenauer, Erinnerungen, 1953-1955 (Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags
Anstalt, 1966), 346-47; quoted in Kelleher, Germany and Nuclear Weapons, 10.

"*Kelleher, Germany and Nuclear Weapons, 28.
"“James L. Richardson, Germany and the Atlantic Alliance, (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1966), 40.
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The first major combat exercise which tested this theorv was Carte
Blanche, conducted June 20-28, 1955. Carte Blanche "produced widespread unrest
and agitation within the Federal Republic."” Much of this reaction stemmed
from reports in the weekly magazine Der Spiegel stressing the maneuver’'s
simulated results:
More than 300 atomic bombs dropped on more than 100 targets
between Hamburg and Munich, with 1.7 million Germans killed, 3.5
million wounded, and incalculable additional casualties resulting from
fallout."
The fear of nuclear destruction in Germany resulting from Carte Blanche lingered
as the Federal Republic met its next nuclear policy crisis in July 1956.
Known in the Federal Republic as the Radford Crisis, this controversy
stemmed from a New York Times story of 13 July 1956. The article outlined a
change in American strategic planning proposed by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Arthur Radford. Admiral Radford was calling for a
greater reliance on nuclear weapons and a reduction of conventional forces.”
For the Germans this plan entailed a reduced U.S. conventional

presence in the Federal Republic offset by increased tactical nuclear weapons.

Chancellor Adenauer was reluctant to rely on nuclear deterrence and was in the

"Kelleher, Germany and Nuclear Weapons, 36.
8Ibid., 36.
®Ibid., pp. 43-44.
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process of gathering political support for conventional rearmament. The
chancellor “voiced a muted criticism of American policy in a brief article on the
dangers of an overemphasis on nuclear weapons"*:

Since, in my opinion, atomic weapons truly constitute the greatest danger
for all humanity, I therefore consider it right to push now for controlled
disarmament. All energy should be used to make nuclear war impossible.
In my view, it is particularly important to localize possible smaller conflicts.
And for that we need divisions with conventional weapons. Their number
must be sufficient to prevent a small spark from igniting a rocket war
between continents. In their planned numbers, the German divisions could
contribute much to this. . . . As resolutely as I support ail which can serve
controlled disarmament, I unequivocally declare my opposition to any
conversion [Umriistung] to atomic weapons. Too, if the West reduces its
ground forces, the land army of the Russian colossus will gain importance
with respect to Europe.?!

Carte Blanche had demonstrated the colossal devastation which a
nuclear engagement could inflict on the Germans. The Federal Republic was
reluctant to adopt this new American strategic doctrine. This strategy presented
the West German public and its political and military leadership with the reality
of their security dilemma: How to rely on a deterrent which, if it failed, would
result in Germany becoming a nuclear battleground and suffering certain

destruction?

YRichardson, 45.

' Westdeutsche Rundschau, 27 July 1956; cited in Kelleher, Germany and Nuclear
Weapons, 47.
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Nevertheless, the West Germans were obliged to accept the change in
strategic planning due to their reliance on U.S. and NATO support. The Federal
Republic decided to make the revisions in planning, but it was reluctant to
present them to a public made fearful by the Carte Blanche crisis and also afraid
of a U.S. withdrawal from Germany. Therefore the Adenauer regime used the
Radford crisis to make the United States the "whipping boy" for revisions which
were difficult politically.?

The Radford and Carte Blanche crises set the stage for hard German
political decisions with respect to nuclear weapons. The Germans eventually had
to play a greater role in the decision-making regarding nuclear weapons to
prevent a perception of separated roles within the alliance. Franz Josef Strauss,
serving as minister for atomic affairs, "hinted at the policy of atomic arms for the
Bundeswehr, asserting that a power without nuclear weapons would capitulate
before an ultimatum of an atomic power."”® Any decision to maintain a nuclear
capability, no matter how limited, was certain to fuel political opposition both
domestically and internationally. How could the Federal Republic balance its

security requirements with the divergent demands of its allies and its populace?

ZKelleher, Germany and Nuclear Weapons, 49.

BErankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 19 September 1956; cited in Richardson, 44.
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