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PREFACE
Since 1945, the existence of nuclear weapons has profoundly modified our thinking
on strategic issues. Nowhere was that more true than in the Europe of the Cold War.
With the end of the Cold War and the important progress made in the process of
European integration, the roles of nuclear weapons and more generally deterrence in
Europe need a new examination. Such an examination will require some analysis of
the role of nuclear weapons in an eventual common defence policy for Europe.
In this Chaillot Paper Roberto Zadra, who joined the Institute as a research fellow
from the Istituto Affari Internazionali, Rome, in July 1991, makes an opening
contribution to this new debate. The Institute hopes that it will stimulate a wider
discussion of these important issues.
John Roper
Paris, November 1992

-vEuropean integration
and nuclear deterrence after the Cold War
Roberto Zadra
`It's the danger of Communist aggression ...
That's the very thing we're trying to keep from happening'
US President Harry S. Truman, 1952.
`As long as imperialism exists the threat of aggressive
wars will remain. The CPSU is doing everything to
ensure that the Soviet Armed Forces ... are prepared
at any moment to administer a crushing rebuff
to imperialist aggressors.'
Programme of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 1962.

INTRODUCTION
The present is not an easy time for those working in the field of foreign and security
policy. If anyone thought that 1989 and 1990 - two years which saw the collapse of
communist regimes, the liberation process in Eastern Europe and German unification
- were the two most remarkable and challenging years in the history of East-West
relations since the Second World War, their views must surely have changed again in
1991. After the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and COMECON in 1991, an event
occurred which not even the most optimistic analyst of international relations would
have ever imagined: the collapse of the Soviet Union. The most important event in the
history of East-West relations since 1917, it confirmed the end of an ideological
bipolarity based on political, military, economic and social competition between
communism and capitalism.
What does all this mean for the future of European security? Some argue that, despite
the historic importance of recent events, caution is still required as a guideline for
Western policy: apart from a legitimate concern regarding emergent nationalism and
the risks of nuclear proliferation, it also remains unclear how far the members of the
Commonwealth of Independent States, still dominated, at least geographically, by
Russia, will be willing and able to reform their internal and external relations to a
satisfactory degree in order not to put in jeopardy what has been achieved so far. On
the other hand, there is a widely held opinion which suggests that the time has come
to go beyond the traditional scepticism and caution. According to this view, the West
today has a rare - and possibly unique - opportunity to influence the future course of
East-West history and, in order to achieve this, a Western policy of cooperation and
assistance, which should include large-scale economic and humanitarian aid, is the
only way to avoid the new Eastern nations once more undergoing economic and
political collapse.(1)
This paper starts from the assumption that a new, credible, coherent and
comprehensive Western strategic concept has not yet emerged. This is certainly the
case for the Atlantic Alliance. In fact, the `New Strategic Concept' agreed on the
occasion of the Alliance's Rome summit in November 1991 is already dated in the
sense that it has been overtaken in many ways, particularly by the collapse of the
Soviet Union and by recent developments in the newly created independent republics.
Furthermore, even if it starts from the comprehensive premise that `security and
stability have political, economic, social, and environmental elements as well as the
indispensable defence dimension',(2) the new concept does not say much on how to
attain this, since the Atlantic Alliance has not traditionally used non-military means to
establish European security and stability. For the time being, although major changes
in force posture have already been initiated, as a declared policy NATO's strategic
concept remains characterised more by traditional ideas than by new thinking. This is
particularly evident in the passages of the Rome document dealing with the future role
of nuclear weapons: `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 ... Nuclear weapons make a unique contribution in
rendering the risks of any aggression incalculable and unacceptable. Thus, they
remain essential to preserve the peace.'(3)

However, the need to define a new strategy is important not only for the West in
general and for the Atlantic Alliance: it has become even more important and urgent
both for the countries committed to creating a European Union and for the Western
European Union in particular. In signing the Treaty on European Union at the
Maastricht summit of February 1992 - which includes in particular article J.4 on a
Common Foreign and Security Policy which `shall include all questions related to the
security of the Union, including the eventual framing of a common defence policy,
which might in time lead to a common defence'(4) - the countries committed to
creating a European Union have entered a new phase in which, having, at least
potentially, both military and non-military instruments at their disposal, they will be
able simultaneously to make use of `sticks' and `carrots' and, by doing this, deal with
European security questions in a much broader strategic sense than has been done in
the past.
This paper does not attempt to define a strategy for the countries committed to
creating a European Union which might permanently separate them from the United
States and Canada or from a wider Europe. It is the author's belief that the creation of
a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) by the European Union does not
automatically suggest the demise of transatlantic consultation and cooperation, nor
does it suggest the permanent exclusion from European Union of all those countries
of the Old Continent which are not currently members of the EC and WEU. But,
given the present circumstances with regard to European security and given the fact
that the Maastricht Treaty on European Union has been signed - and assuming that it
is ratified(5) - the following pages are intended to contribute to the discussion on the
development of a new strategic concept, not so much for the West in general, but
rather for the countries committed to a European Union. The main goal of any such
new strategic concept must be to preserve and consolidate the present degree of
security and stability for the future members of the European Union and, by doing
this, to contribute to the refinement of new pan-European and global security systems.
After a brief section on the way in which thinking about security is developing, the
following section then analyses the development of thinking on conflict prevention,
which is a main ingredient in the attainment of security. Conflict prevention includes
the nuclear and conventional elements of deterrence that have been developed in the
West in order to strengthen its security against external military threats, and these
elements of deterrence are critically re-examined. It is argued that, during the past
forty years, the concept of deterrence has been somewhat distorted by the fact that too
much attention has been paid to its nuclear component, while the feasibility of the
West relying more on conventional forces as a means to prevent conflicts has been
underestimated in both military doctrine and political strategy. A chapter on nonmilitary elements of conflict prevention concludes the second section, and again it is
argued that their possible effectiveness has been somewhat underestimated, if not
entirely neglected, during the last forty years. In the author's view, it would be useful
for the countries dedicated to creating a European Union to start from a broader
approach to conflict prevention in order to define and formulate a comprehensive
strategy towards neighbouring countries both in the East and in the South. The third
section deals with the question of extended deterrence, an issue which is partially
related to, but also different in some respects from, the earlier section on conventional
and nuclear deterrence. Future scenarios with regard to the European integration

process within European Union, especially with regard to the prospects of developing
a Common Foreign and Security Policy as outlined in the Maastricht document, and
its implications for a new discussion on deterrence and extended deterrence, conclude
the section. The author believes that, should the situation in the East continue to
develop in an essentially benign way, and should a Common Foreign and Security
Policy for European Union, including a common defence, emerge, then the question
concerning both the conventional and nuclear forces available collectively to its
member states will need to be re-examined in a much more radical way than has been
done in the past.

THE EVOLVING CONCEPT OF SECURITY
What do Western nations understand by the term security and how can they do their
best to preserve it? In order to answer these questions, it is useful to go back in history
by looking again at the roots of the East-West confrontation, which lasted for more
than forty years. These roots lie in the period immediately following World War II,
when the Western and Eastern military alliances were founded in order to defend their
respective territories from perceived potential aggression. It was during the late 1940s
that the United States and Western Europe first identified the Soviet Union as the
main threat to world peace, and a period began during which impressive amounts of
strategic and theatre nuclear weapons and conventional forces were deployed on the
territory of NATO Member States in Europe. At the same time Western leaders
started to move away from the traditional Clausewitzian view that war is the
continuation of politics by other means, and began to rely less on the possibilities of
conventional weapons for the defence of their territory and accepted a greater reliance
on nuclear weapons as a new, cheaper and more effective way to prevent Eastern
military aggression against the Atlantic Alliance in general and Western Europe in
particular. This confidence in nuclear weapons (and the consequently reduced reliance
on conventional forces as a means to prevent war) was later codified in almost all
public declarations which were made after subsequent official NATO meetings,
especially during the 1970s and 1980s. They are still an important element in official
allied thinking today: in autumn 1991, at the 50th ministerial meeting of NATO's
Nuclear Planning Group in Taormina (Sicily), the allied defence ministers concluded
that `nuclear weapons will continue for the foreseeable future to fulfil their essential
role in the Alliance's overall strategy, since conventional forces alone cannot ensure
war prevention.'(6)
However, independently of the extent to which Western leaders believed in either
conventional forces, nuclear weapons or appropriate combinations of the two, what
matters here is the fact that, despite some reference to the political and economic
dimensions of security, for example in NATO's Harmel Report of 1967, German
Ostpolitik in the 1970s and the creation of a Conference for Security and Cooperation
in Europe in 1975, Western security thinking has placed the emphasis mainly on
military considerations.(7)
With the accession to power of Mikhail Gorbachev in 1985, East-West relations
started to change for the better, first slowly but with the passing of time increasingly
rapidly. No wonder, therefore, that Western threat perceptions with regard to an
armed attack from the East, which dated from the beginning of the Cold War and
were a result of both the potential adversary's capabilities and of his intentions, have
recently changed radically. That is why official NATO language since 1989 has
referred to `risks' rather than `threats' and it is also why, at least since the dramatic but
encouraging events of 1991, the latter word has almost disappeared even from
Western thinkingon East-West relations. At the same time, in parallel with changing
threat perceptions and also as a result of them, a new debate on the traditional and
new meanings of security has started.
But what do we mean by security and what are the challenges to it? Do we fear
nuclear proliferation, nuclear attacks, limited military invasions (for example, due to

border disputes), terrorism, the interruption of energy supplies, massive population
movements, or what? These are fundamental questions which are still relevant after
the end of the Cold War and the disappearance of the traditional threat from the East.
The European Community and WEU, which are dedicated to European Union, should
continue to adapt their strategies and military doctrines to changes in the nature of
actual or potential threats, risks and challenges facing them.
A comprehensive debate over these new threats, risks and challenges to European and
global security is clearly needed. But that debate should not avoid unpleasant
questions and should be specific about who could threaten the West and how - in
other words it should be both actor-oriented and action-oriented. The West in general
and the countries committed to a European Union in particular need to ask themselves
what these new threats, risks and challenges are and from where they originate.
However, this does not necessarily mean that such debate should be conducted in
public: an explicit public statement that specific nuclear and conventional military
capabilities were needed in order to counter potential threats and risks from (named)
neighbouring countries and regions in the East and South could de facto have the
boomerang effect of helping to turn such potential threats and risks into real ones.
This should clearly be avoided.(8)
Finally, what is suggested here is not that everything achieved so far should be
overturned. The traditional military-oriented approach to security has worked well in
the past and will continue to make an important contribution in the future: history
shows that a strong Western defence posture which included both conventional and
nuclear elements successfully contributed to deterring the Soviet Union from
unilaterally resolving delicate issues, for instance over Cuba or Berlin. However, even
if military capabilities and doctrines were the major factor in deterring the Soviet
Union in these two and other crises during the last forty years, it is not known what
role was played by other non-military factors, for instance, domestic, economic and
cultural ones. It certainly seems the case that as far as other new potential threats are
concerned, a strong defence effort can only be one of several factors which contribute
to a greater feeling that we have adequate security, and this has become even more
valid in the post-Cold War period.

THE EVOLVING CONCEPT OF CONFLICT
PREVENTION
Military elements of conflict prevention
In particular during the Cold War era, the international security community has
habitually described and analysed traditional military elements of conflict prevention
by using the expression and concept of deterrence. Some analysts have recently
stressed the fact that deterrence is nothing new and that the first codification of its
working principles can be found in documents written thousands of years ago.(9)
Others have countered that deterrence became a matter of high priority only in the
twentieth century, with the appearance of nuclear weapons after World War II:
`Before nuclear weapons deterrence could not be considered the be-all and end-all, if
only because it so frequently failed; after nuclear weapons, many assumed that
deterrence had to become the be-all and end-all because its failure could no longer be
acceptable.'(10) Independently of how far back the idea of deterrence can be traced,
however, there is no doubt that major changes in the debate occurred when nuclear
weapons first appeared and when, shortly after, the nuclear monopoly of the United
States ended and a Mutual Assured Destruction capability characterised the new
strategic relationship between the two superpowers. However, from then until the late
1980s the concept has not experienced any further significant intellectual
breakthroughs, and it was only recently that new efforts to make progress on these
questions were begun. Looked at from today's post-Cold War perspective, the
Western postwar debate on deterrence appears narrow and mainly nuclear-orientated,
and a more general, more rational concept of conflict prevention is still missing.(11)
Some even felt that the idea of deterrence `degenerated into a hackneyed buzzword'
and its `conceptual development never really progressed after the 1950s, so much as it
travelled cyclically between the horns of old dilemmas.'(12)
Nuclear deterrence
In parallel to the wider political debate, the academic community has been divided
between opponents and supporters of nuclear weapons and their possible roles. Those
opposing nuclear weapons have objected that nuclear deterrence is not reliable and
that it is `an extraordinarily limited theory that relies on extraordinarily broad
assumptions.'(13) The more radical thinkers in this category, putting aside the
important analytical distinction between what is necessary and what is sufficient,(14)
have even affirmed that nuclear weapons `do not seem to have been necessary to deter
major war, to cause the leaders of major countries to behave cautiously, or to
determine the alliances that have been formed. Rather, it seems that things would
have turned out much the same had nuclear weapons never been invented.'(15) On the
other side, those who believed in the deterrent role of nuclear weapons have opposed
any radical regional reductions of nuclear weapons and their regional or even global
elimination, stressing that `the historical instability of conventional balances of power
constitutes a most persuasive case for regarding nuclear deterrence as the best way of
keeping war in Europe unthinkable as an instrument of policy.'(16)

The dispute between opponents and supporters of nuclear weapons is a characteristic
of the postwar debate on security in general and on nuclear strategy in particular. To
exemplify this, let us briefly recall the INF episode, one of the major examples of the
allied nuclear debate which began in the second half of the 1970s, especially with
NATO's double-track decision in 1979, and which ended with the signature of the
INF agreement in 1987.(17) Especially during the years immediately preceding the
deployment of the new systems on West European territory, countries in the West
experienced a rebirth of peace movements, with hundreds of thousands of people
protesting in the streets of the capitals of countries in both continents. The
polarization of the debate was not very different from that in the academic world
mentioned above. On the one hand peace movements opposed the double-track
decision principally by pointing out the catastrophic and absurd outcome of a nuclear
war, which could occur if nuclear deterrence failed, while on the other hand political
leaders supporting the double-track decision stated their support for maintaining
effective nuclear deterrence which, in their opinion, had guaranteed peace and
security in the Western hemisphere since the end of World War II. As no compromise
was possible between these two opposing views, the postwar security debate became
locked into what is generally known as the classical deterrence dilemma: in order to
have effective deterrence, one has always to be ready to use nuclear weapons and, by
doing this, risk one's own annihilation.(18) There is no escape from this dilemma, since
deterrence and credible employment options are two sides of the same coin and they
are characterised more by interaction than by separation. The problem is that,
especially in times of strong polarization of views over nuclear matters, the supporters
of nuclear deterrence have stressed only one side of the argument and its opponents
only the other.
The question now arises whether it will be possible to develop a new post-Cold War
strategic concept with regard to nuclear weapons which resolves this dilemma. The
answer suggested here is that this is not possible: most dilemmas with regard to
nuclear weapons and nuclear doctrine are likely to remain dilemmas as long as
nuclear weapons exist and as long as there is more than just one nuclear power on
earth. However, one cannot exclude the possibility that the classical deterrencedefence dilemma, with its inherent risk of reciprocal nuclear annihilation, might
become at least less acute in the future. This will depend mainly on the progress made
towards further nuclear reductions among nuclear weapons states in general and
between the United States and Russia in particular,(19) and on the success of a policy
aimed at avoiding further horizontal and vertical nuclear proliferation. If Western
nations were to succeed in coping with both challenges, they would in the future be
less exposed to the risks of nuclear annihilation resulting from the automatism of
escalation and massive nuclear retaliation than they have been in the past.
There is clearly a trend towards further reductions of existing Western and Eastern
nuclear stockpiles. At least since the double-track decision of 1979, NATO theatre
nuclear weapons stockpiles have been repeatedly reduced, and, during the last decade,
thousands of nuclear mines, air defence missiles, artillery and short-range and
medium-range ground-launched nuclear missiles have already been removed from the
territory of Western Europe.(20) But do the signature of the START agreement in July
1991, the subsequent nuclear arms reduction proposals made in September 1991 by
Bush and Gorbachev and the announcements made by Bush and Yeltsin in June 1992
really suggest that we are proceeding towards a new chapter in human history in

which both strategic and theatre nuclear weapons have lost all their suitability as
instruments of military power, and in which they are stored safely in nuclear silos like
an old mare which has been put out to pasture?(21) A total abolition of nuclear
weapons is still very distant, and therefore there is no answer to this question for the
time being.(22) However, one should not assume that short-term arrangements and
longer-term thinking are necessarily mutually exclusive. NATO's October 1991 NPG
decision in Taormina to cut roughly 80 per cent of its stockpiles of theatre nuclear
weapons by the elimination of all ground-launched short-range ballistic missiles and
nuclear artillery, and the Pentagon announcement on 2 July 1992 that the worldwide
withdrawal of American land-based or sea-launched tactical nuclear weapons had
been completed(23) were indeed radical steps when compared with the more `static'
period between 1945 and the late 1980s, but the fact that European-based airdelivered systems - coupled to the US strategic ones and to French and British
systems - will continue to fulfil their traditional mission of conflict prevention is at
least a short-term and medium-term reality which neither suggests nor excludes the
possibility that the path towards complete denuclearisation will continue ad infinitum.
However, to ask where all this will lead to in the long term is and will remain a
legitimate question; there is clearly more scope for new ideas and proposals today
compared with the Cold War era.(24)
Moreover, NATO's recent further nuclear reductions should not be seen as the last
possible adaptation to the new circumstances. After the implementation of the NPG
decisions, Western nuclear powers and their allies will have to continue to adapt
further their old Cold War plans for nuclear deterrence and defence to the new postCold War realities. The countries which will make up the European Union are no
longer threatened by an ideological and political adversary massively armed with both
conventional and nuclear weapons on their Eastern borders, a situation which made
the scenario of a large-scale attack possible. Future threats to European states are
more likely to come from a multiplicity of smaller and less militarily powerful
countries or individuals preferring less costly low-intensity armed conflicts, including
terrorism and selective military strikes in the pursuit of more limited political
goals.(25) These new potential threats to Europe's security are posed by people less
acquainted with the sophisticated intellectual work on deterrence done by Western
and Eastern nuclear powers and their respective alliances, but, as current events in the
Middle East and the Gulf are demonstrating, this does not always induce them to
renounce the possibility of becoming possessors of nuclear weapons. To develop a
strategy towards potential threats to European security, which are sometimes hard to
identify, will not be an easy task for the West, and it will be particularly difficult, but
not impossible, when considering the nuclear component of such a strategy. Both the
existing instruments for the control of nuclear proliferation and the concentration on
military methods of conflict prevention, including nuclear deterrence, need to be
radically re-examined in the new situation.(26) Last but not least, and depending on
how much one believes that a Western nuclear deterrence strategy against new
potential threats will be successful and credible in the post-Cold War era, one should
give greater or lesser importance to the idea of developing an anti-ballistic missile
defence, as is currently proposed by the United States with the programme to develop
a Global Protection System (GPS).(27)

Nuclear and conventional deterrence
At least as long ago as the early 1980s, people who were not comfortable with the
basic assumptions of nuclear deterrence and with the US nuclear guarantee for the
security of Western Europe began to promote the concept of conventional deterrence:
`In its current formulation, flexible response is seen as inadequate by the strategists,
unsupportable by the public, and, one must assume, increasingly incredible by the
Soviets ... The traditional view is, in short, that stronger conventional forces are
needed to enhance conventional deterrence and thus compensate for the declining
effectiveness of nuclear deterrence.'(28) Most analysts who believed in conventional
deterrence as a valuable addition(29) agreed that `nuclear weapons of course continue
to play a role in deterring war in Europe and will do so as long as they remain
available,'(30) and they therefore suggested not the substitution of all nuclear weapons
by conventional ones, but increased reliance on the latter in order to strengthen
deterrence as a whole.(31)
Since that time, the debate on conventional weapons and their contribution to
deterrence has developed further, especially after the superiority in conventional
weapons demonstrated by the United States and its allies in 1990 in Operation
DESERT STORM. The Gulf war clearly showed that conventional weapons have
become more precise and therefore more effective and reliable in recent years, but
how far this strengthens reliance on the conventional component of deterrence has not
yet been made clear. A prominent Gulf war commentator has suggested that `it is a
legacy from this war that the immediate priority for defence ministries in all kinds of
countries will be the improvement of their conventional capabilities,' although only a
few pages later he adds that `modern conventional systems are today the better
investments, at least at the margin', leaving it to the reader to interpret what this
means in practice for the search for a new balance between conventional and nuclear
weapons.(32) The Gulf experience has suggested to other commentators that the role of
nuclear forces should be limited to the deterrence of a nuclear attack(33) and that the
`new conventional military capability adds a powerful dimension to the ability of the
United States to deter war. While it is certainly not as powerful as nuclear weapons, it
is a more credible deterrent, particularly in regional conflicts vital to US national
interests.'(34) French President Mitterrand has made similar statements on the subject
by explicitly excluding the threat of using chemical or nuclear weapons during the
Gulf war: `We must not use chemical weapons. We have conventional means that will
enable us to defend the law and make it prevail in this conflict and we must not
succumb to the desire to respond in like manner ... I personally rule it out. No
chemical, bacteriological or nuclear weapons ... I am speaking for France.'(35)
What are the lessons which Western leaders in general and the countries dedicated to
creating a European Union in particular could draw from the discussion on the search
for a new balance between nuclear and conventional forces? First, the balance
between the nuclear and conventional components of deterrence has never been static
or rigid but has always depended on a historical process in which changing threat
perceptions, cost-effectiveness analyses, technological, domestic and other factors
have influenced leaders' decisions. It would therefore be quite normal were this
balance to shift again, by further diminishing the role of the nuclear components of
deterrence and putting more emphasis on the contribution of conventional forces to
deterrence. NATO's New Strategic Concept is the most prominent recent example of

this shift towards a greater recognition of the role of conventional forces in
deterrence: apart from nuclear weapons, `conventional forces contribute to war
prevention by ensuring that no potential aggressor could contemplate a quick or easy
victory, or territorial gains, by conventional means.'(36)
Second, as is the case with nuclear deterrence, conventional deterrence concepts are
far from being perfect. Even the majority of the more radical advocates of
conventional deterrence have stopped short of suggesting that complete conventional
deterrence would be attainable.
Third, a number of academic and military representatives of the strategic community
have frequently used the expression `minimum deterrence'. However, until today this
term has been imprecise and has sometimes contributed more to confusion than to
clarification of the debate. Most people have used the expression `minimum
deterrence' only in connection with nuclear weapons of the Atlantic Alliance but
without explaining it in qualitative terms,(37) while others have suggested defining
minimum deterrence in connection with French and British nuclear forces only.(38)
If the European Union is to develop a common defence policy within its CFSP, its
members will need to define in common their requirements for both `minimum'
nuclear and conventional forces.
Fourth, the more East-West relations continue to evolve in a way that is benign for the
European security environment, the more difficult it will be for the Atlantic Alliance
and the members of the European Union to argue for nuclear weapons as a major
element of conflict prevention. This is to a certain extent, at least for the time being,
also valid with regard to the North-South dimension of European security. Massive
conventional wars of attrition against Western Europe by Middle Eastern or North
African countries do not seem a very realistic scenario for the future, but the control
by Western nations of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and of the improvement of
the range and accuracy of delivery systems in these areas will be far from easy.
However, for the time being there are no major military threats from this area directed
against the United States and Western Europe, and a Western `no first use' doctrine
with regard to nuclear weapons could have advantages in terms of political relations
between North and South; in any case it would at least do no harm to the military
security of NATO and European Union member countries.(39) Irrespective of the
future role of Western nuclear forces, one can conclude that the conventional
components of deterrence and defence will become increasingly important.
Non-military elements of conflict prevention
As seen in the section on nuclear deterrence, both critics and supporters of the basic
assumptions of NATO's double-track decision of 1979 saw an inevitable linkage
between the words `nuclear' and `deterrence'. In a well-known American dictionary,
deterrence is defined as being `the act of deterring, especially deterring a nuclear
attack by the capacity or threat of retaliating'.(40) The suggestion that deterrence
should not be seen only in terms of nuclear weapons,(41) but that other military
capabilities can also play their role (i.e. conventional, biological, or
chemical(42)weapons), enlarged the debate to a certain extent, but what is important in

the present context is that views of both nuclear and non-nuclear deterrence have
basically assumed that conflict prevention is achieved by a mainly military effort.(43)
In the academic world, there have been a few original attempts to understand
deterrence in a broader context and therefore one in which deterrence is not
necessarily linked only to conventional, biological, chemical and nuclear weapons. In
this debate, the suggestion has been made that `deterrence can be defined more
generally as a state of being - the absence of war between two countries or alliances.
If they are not at war, then it is reasonable to conclude that each is currently being
deterred from attacking the other.'(44) Another author who has suggested that nonmilitary means contribute to deterrence is McGeorge Bundy, who, commenting on
cooperative attempts to reinforce security between East and West, states that `in the
hands of the self-confident détente is an important deterrent.'(45)
To pursue this line of reasoning, and, with a little imagination, look for other
applications, it is not difficult to discover that our daily private and social lives
confront us permanently with situations of `non-military deterrence'. In fact, basically
deterrence is a very primitive thing, since even cats and dogs can be `deterred', if we
want them to respect our will by threatening voices or menacing hands. The same
principle works with human beings, for instance, with children who have to be
`deterred' from eating cake before lunch or, more generally, with our daily behaviour
in the street, where we have to observe stop signs and traffic lights and use parking
spaces in order to avoid penalties. And, coming back to the field of international
relations, it becomes evident that `non-military deterrence' can be found in the fields
of economic, financial, social and cultural politics (for instance, joint ventures, trade
agreements, information exchanges, technology flow, sports and educational
programmes and cultural exchanges). Put another way, `non-military deterrence' is
both a result and also a producer of both reciprocal values and the interest which
governments and individuals of one nation or alliance have in maintaining and
improving their relations with others (and vice versa), and it therefore both depends
on and augments the degree of interdependence which exists between them.
A number of questions arise from this. A first question concerns terminology: is it
appropriate to use the expression `non-military deterrence' in order to describe nonmilitary ways of providing security? Quite clearly, it is not: the term deterrence as it
has been used in the past refers to coercive or potentially coercive ways of preventing
war, mainly in conjunction with military means, and there is no reason why this
should change now, after the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and of the Soviet Union and
with the emergence of new democratic governments and market-oriented economies
in this region. However, even if historically the term has been used in a specific way,
this does not mean that one should not accept the idea put forward here that the
purpose of both military and non-military means is at least in principle the same: to
contribute to improving security. With this, another problem of terminology loses
relevance, namely a distinction sometimes made between `deterrence' and
`dissuasion'. While some English-speaking analysts use the word `deterrence' in a
context strictly related to the threat of the use of military force, others have sometimes
used the word `dissuasion' in order to refer to both military and non-military
means.(46) A third group of analysts believes it has found the best solution in using
both terms, referring to military factors with the former and to wider political aspects

with the latter.(47) However, what was said earlier is also valid here: the terminology
may vary, but the principles are the same.
This leads to another central question: in what circumstances do non-military means
for conflict prevention fail? There is no doubt that humanity has experienced
countless situations where military deterrence did not work. Deterrence has usually
failed if the deterrent has not been credible enough, and in this sense supporters of
nuclear deterrence are right when they point to the hundreds of wars fought in the past
and warn that conventional deterrence by itself has not sufficed to prevent outbreaks
of armed conflict. However, the same is also true for non-military elements of conflict
prevention, and the situations in which, for example, economic or cultural ties
between states or groups of states have failed to prevent military conflicts cannot be
counted in hundreds - probably not even in thousands. But the acceptance of the idea
that non-military elements of conflict prevention also often fail should not lead to the
erroneous conclusion that they never work. Non-military factors which contribute to
conflict prevention, for instance the degree of interdependence which results from
economic, political and cultural ties, may be less obvious and more difficult to
identify or measure than military capabilities, but they do nevertheless exist.(48)
Both military and non-military aspects of conflict prevention are part of a costeffectiveness analysis: `in contemplating an attack, a would-be aggressor considers
two central conditions and compares them: what his world would probably be like if
he went to war, and what that same world would probably be like if he remained at
peace.'(49) Herein lie the reasons why Italy has not attacked Yugoslavia in order to
regain the Istrian peninsula, or why Austria has not attacked Italy in order to regain
South Tyrol; herein also lie the reasons why Iraq invaded Kuwait in August 1990 and
why Serbia invaded Croatia during the early phase of the Yugoslav crisis. In this
sense, limits and opportunities for both military and non-military elements of conflict
prevention are like Siamese twins: both are invariably found in situations where
armed conflict has occurred and in those where it has not occurred.
This leads to another question: how far can both military and non-military elements of
conflict prevention be involved at the same time? In other words, how far are `sticks'
and `carrots' compatible? We can address this question by focusing on the foreign
policy options which are open to the countries dedicated to creating a European
Union. There are three principal options: in the first option the European Union could
pursue a strategy of containment with regard to Eastern and Southern countries or
alliances, while in the second a strategy of integration towards these regions might be
chosen; finally, a third option would be a mixed strategy which included elements of
both containment and integration. While in the first case one would concentrate mainly but not exclusively - on military factors which contribute to deterrence and
defence (for instance, the deployment of conventional and/or nuclear weapons
systems, local and regional anti-ballistic missile defences, higher defence budgets,
explicit deterrence declarations), in the second case one would choose to strengthen
mainly non-military factors which contribute to conflict prevention (for instance,
through a major economic recovery programme for the East, by allocating a higher
percentage of GNP in development aid for the South and by creating a new
framework for dialogue, for example within a Conference for Security and
Cooperation in the Mediterranean). In the third case appropriate combinations of both
military and non-military factors which contribute to conflict prevention and, more

generally, to the guaranteeing of security and stability, would be chosen. It seems
clear that only the third option is realistic in practice, since there would always be a
mixture, however slight, of military and non-military means in strategies which are
either essentially containment-oriented or integration-oriented.
Western post-World War II history includes several examples of such mixed
strategies of both containment and integration: one example is the French approach to
Franco-German rapprochement of the late 1940s and early 1950s, when the two
countries carefully began to repair their historically difficult relationship, both within
a multilateral framework (i.e. within the European Communities, WEU and
NATO)(50) and on a strictly bilateral level, which finally led to the Franco-German
treaty of 1963.(51) A second example of such a mixed strategy can be found in the
Federal Republic of Germany's special relationship with the German Democratic
Republic before unification occurred in 1990. This case is very interesting because it
refers more to the limits and risks than to the possibilities of having a mixed strategy
of both containment and integration. If it is recalled how difficult the relations
between the two states were during the decades preceding the collapse of the Berlin
Wall in 1989, it becomes clear why nobody in the West was able during those years to
state with absolute certainty that a war between the two alliances in the Central Front,
and therefore one in which the FRG and GDR were on opposing sides, could be
totally excluded. What the FRG sought during those years was an attempt to obtain
security by strengthening both military and non-military means for conflict
prevention, and this policy included both elements of containment, e.g. by
maintaining its forces at a state of constant military readiness within NATO, and of
integration, e.g. through a simultaneous reinforcement of economic, social and
cultural ties with its Eastern neighbours in general and the GDR in particular.
Coming back to the question posed above with regard to the compatibility of
strategies of containment and of integration based on military and non-military means
for conflict prevention, it may be concluded that, even if past experiences show us
that they do not necessarily exclude each other, there may be situations in which it
becomes difficult to improve reciprocal security by continuing to strengthen both.
However, this is not to say that either military or non-military means should be given
up. A Common Foreign and Security Policy for European Union will have to include
a coherent and comprehensive strategy in which both military and non-military means
for conflict prevention must be available. European security has in the past not been
guaranteed either by `sticks' alone or by `carrots' alone, and there is no reason to
assume that this would be any different in the future.

THE EVOLVING CONCEPT OF EXTENDED
DETERRENCE AND THE PROCESS OF
EUROPEAN INTEGRATION
Extended nuclear deterrence
One of the major debates within the Atlantic Alliance since the 1950s has concerned
the issue of nuclear weapons states providing security guarantees to allied non-nuclear
states, a complex subject which has generally been described as extended deterrence.
This section concentrates on the nuclear element of extended deterrence, and it
analyses the relations between nuclear and non-nuclear states within an alliance and
concludes with a presentation of several possible new extended nuclear deterrence
scenarios for both NATO and the countries which will make up European Union. Part
of the academic debate on nuclear deterrence has concentrated on the question of
whether it would be possible to have extended security guarantees based onexistential
nuclear deterrence. The concept of existential deterrence, although used in a variety
of contexts by different analysts and rarely defined in precise terms,(52) holds that it is
the mere existence of nuclear weapons and not their specific deployment which
provides deterrence, and it has therefore been suggested that it does not so much
matter what a nuclear weapons state says and does in order to make extended nuclear
deterrence credible but that what is more important is that it has nuclear armaments.
According to this view, it is therefore a secondary and mainly theoretical(53) problem
whether nuclear weapons states have their arsenals deployed both within and outside
their territories, as long as they are credibly committed politically to an integrated and
cohesive `alliance' or `union'. Commenting on the role of US forces in Europe,
McGeorge Bundy has suggested that `what establishes this deterrent danger is not
American doctrine, and not American nuclear warheads in particular locations, but the
American military presence there and the American political commitment which it
represents and reinforces.'(54)
It is argued here that a distinction can be made between extended nuclear deterrence
in an existential sense and extended nuclear deterrence in the traditional sense. While
the first concept is a largely theoretical one, the second is generally well known in
practice after forty years of allied experience with it. What precisely are the
differences between the two concepts of existential and traditional extended nuclear
deterrence? We can arrive at a satisfactory explanation of why the two concepts of
deterrence are different by looking at the three basic features which characterize them.
These three features are first, nuclear strategy, second, command and control
arrangements for nuclear forces and third, the deployment of these forces. In the
traditional extended nuclear deterrence model in NATO a relatively high importance
was given to, first, a common nuclear strategy -Flexible Response - accepted by all
allied member states with the exception of France,(55) second, a common command
and control system with regard to the necessary politico-military consultation
mechanisms relative to NATO nuclear forces (including, for instance, dual-key
arrangements) and, third, NATO nuclear forces actually deployed on the territory of
some West European allies. These three basic features would become less important,
and some could disappear, within a concept of existential extended nuclear
deterrence: it is for example conceivable that neither common politico-military

command and control provisions nor a deployment would be necessary in such a
model, while common strategy including at least some general statements on the
possible role of nuclear forces would in any case be required. However, it seems
obvious that the traditional and existential models are extremes in theory rather than
in practice: depending on how much importance was given to each of the three basic
features, the form of extended deterrence would point more or less towards a
traditional or towards an existential solution.
In evaluating the importance of the three basic features for extended nuclear
deterrence, it is necessary to consider how a chosen arrangement would affect
coupling - the extent to which a non-nuclear state feels its security is assured by an
allied nuclear state, and the extent to which a nuclear state feels responsible for the
security of an allied non-nuclear state. It is useful to remember in this context that one
of the reasons for the European request for new intermediate-range nuclear missiles in
1978-79 was the assumption that the deployment of Pershing II and cruise missiles
would increase coupling and therefore reduce the fear of a nuclear war limited to
Europe.(56) An extended nuclear deterrence arrangement rather more of the traditional
sort would tend to reinforce coupling between nuclear and non-nuclear states within
an alliance, while a more existential arrangement would tend to reduce this coupling
effect. However, what also needs to be addressed in this context is the question of
how far coupling is still needed in the post-Cold War era, and Europeans need to ask
themselves how great the potential risks of a nuclear war limited to Europe are in this
new era. At least for the time being, it seems clear that, with the relaxation of tensions
between East and West and with the continuing outlined reductions of both strategic
and theatre nuclear weapons between the United States and Russia, both the coupling
of the US to the security of Europe and the potential risks of a limited nuclear war in
Europe are diminishing.
A further distinction needs to be made between transatlantic and intra-European
arrangements for extended nuclear deterrence: while the former refers to US nuclear
forces,(57) the latter would be based on French and British nuclear forces only. Some
would prefer, but without saying so clearly, to substitute the transatlantic extended
deterrence regime by what is in their view a more credible intra-European one based
on French and British nuclear forces only, since `in the United States, one can
conceive that a nuclear war, if it were to be unavoidable, could be limited to Europe.
France cannot hope to be able to limit a nuclear war to the Federal Republic of
Germany'.(58) Another similar but also rather imprecise proposal starts from a zerosum game assumption and suggests increasing intra-European extended nuclear
deterrence in order to counterbalance the diminishing transatlantic one: `there is need
for NATO-Europe to redefine its global role to provide for a more autonomous
nuclear deterrent. The only purpose of such greater nuclear responsibility should be to
provide a nuclear deterrent against war in Europe, which the US guarantee is
increasingly failing to provide.'(59)
However, no matter which kind of solution for extended nuclear deterrence one
prefers - transatlantic, intra-European or a combination of the two - the fact remains
that every extended nuclear deterrence regime is subject to limitations: depending on
the extent of military and political commitments of one state to another, the credibility
of extended nuclear deterrence augments or diminishes.(60) In this sense the traditional
- and now fortunately obsolescent - question whether the United States would risk

Washington for Berlin could never be answered with absolute certainty, and the same
would be valid for future scenarios with regard to emerging threats from the South
and the need to consider new transatlantic extended deterrence regimes involving
Washington-Rome, Washington-Ankara or Washington-Madrid pairs. However, the
credibility problem of the traditional transatlantic extended security guarantee pairs
involving Washington would also be valid for intra-European solutions, in the sense
that not even in these cases could towns like Athens, Barcelona or Palermo be
absolutely sure that a conventional or nuclear attack against them would mean that
France or the United Kingdom would risk Paris or London for them. Extended
deterrence can be more or less credible, but it can only be credible in near absolute
terms within the national boundaries of a nuclear power itself, thus ceasing to be
`extended' and becoming `central'.
European Union and extended nuclear deterrence
This brings us to a central question with regard to the links between, on the one hand,
the European integration process towards European Union and, on the other, the
future of extended nuclear deterrence. The Treaty on European Union with the
commitments to a Common Foreign and Security Policy signed in Maastricht in
February 1992 opened up the prospect of a CFSP which `shall include all questions
related to the security of the Union, including the eventual framing of a common
defence policy, which might in time lead to a common defence.'(61) It could be argued
that in Maastricht no reference at all was made to nuclear matters; furthermore, in the
final text the words `eventual', `might' and `in time' were chosen when referring to a
common defence policy and common defence, and this clearly points to the facts that
the Treaty was a delicate compromise between differing views and that some
countries had, and still have, more difficulties than others when it comes to defining
when, how and how fast to establish such a Common Foreign and Security Policy
which includes defence. There is no doubt that the debate over extended nuclear
deterrence is inherently linked to such discussions, and that the issue will become
more or less prominent depending on the willingness of European Union member
countries to proceed towards a common defence policy and a common defence.
What would a Common Foreign and Security Policy including defence mean for the
future of extended nuclear deterrence within European Union? Two observations need
to be made here. First, conventional and nuclear forces of European Union member
countries have a double function of being able both to defend and to deter, and
therefore European Union member countries also need to take into account that,
should a CFSP including a common defence ever emerge in the future, a common
defence would also mean having a common deterrence. Second, and resulting from
this, while in a partial CFSP including a common defence policy it would be
relatively easier to draw an artificial dividing line between conventional and nuclear
forces available to the members of European Union, this would not be possible should
a full CFSP including both a common defence policy and a common defence emerge
in the future. In that case non-nuclear weapons states of European Union would be
under the security umbrella of the two nuclear weapons states of the Union: we would
have, therefore, intra-European extended nuclear deterrence. President Mitterrand of
France recently pointed to this possibility: `Seuls deux des Douze sont détenteurs
d'une force atomique. Pour leur politique nationale, ils ont une doctrine claire. Est-il

possible de concevoir une doctrine européenne? Cette question-là deviendra très vite
une des questions majeures de la construction d'une défense européenne commune.'(62)
In trying to answer this question, a distinction needs to be made between two intraEuropean extended nuclear deterrence arrangements which would become possible
for European Union: a scenario based on extended nuclear deterrence in the
traditional sense, and one based on extended nuclear deterrence in an existential
sense. In the first case, if the member countries of European Union believed in the
need to extend nuclear deterrence in the traditional sense, the three main features
mentioned earlier in this section would need to be taken into consideration: a common
European Union strategy including nuclear doctrine, a European Union system for
politico-military consultation on decisions concerning the use of French and British
nuclear systems, and the possible deployment of French and British nuclear forces on
the territory of some non-nuclear weapons states of European Union. Finally, the
creation of a European Union Nuclear Planning Group could become necessary in
order better to define management and responsibilities over nuclear matters within the
Union.
The second intra-European nuclear deterrence arrangement would be one in which the
countries creating European Union believed that nuclear deterrence could be extended
to non-nuclear members in a rather more existential way. In this situation, the three
factors (nuclear strategy, command and control and any deployment of nuclear forces
outside France and the United Kingdom), as well as the creation of a European Union
Nuclear Planning Group, would become less relevant than in the traditional model
described above - but not totally irrelevant. However, both the traditional and the
existential models have in common the fact that in both cases a substantial political
commitment by the two European nuclear weapons states to the security of European
Union would be necessary in order to be perceived as sufficiently credible. Thus the
question arises which of the two extended nuclear deterrence arrangements would be
the better one for European Union. Despite some suggestions to the contrary,(63) the
view taken here is that the traditional model would be the more appropriate one.
French and British nuclear weapons were developed at a time when there were no
viable alternatives to a security and defence policy that was mainly dominated by the
nation-state, while today all the countries involved in the European Union, including
France and the United Kingdom, are slowly but steadily moving away from this
traditional approach. From the point of view of European integration, it increasingly
makes sense to concentrate on common rather than on national burdens and
responsibilities in the fields of foreign, security and defence policy, and it seems
apparent that the traditional extended nuclear deterrence model provides a greater
sharing of the burdens and responsibilities related to nuclear forces than the existential
one.
There is a critical connection between the process of European integration towards
European Union on the one hand and the fact that two members of the Union consider
that their control over nuclear weapons remains an important element of their national
sovereignty. In the long term, therefore, it would be a mistake if the formulation of a
new nuclear strategy or the debate over the employment of nuclear systems were left
to the French and British governments alone, since this could weaken or even stop the
process of establishing a European Union. Since both nuclear and non-nuclear states,
giving or receiving nuclear guarantees, are necessarily involved in any talk about

possible new security arrangements for European Union, a major debate about the
future of extended nuclear deterrence in and for Europe will be needed, involving all
countries which are preparing the Common Foreign and Security Policy of European
Union. Such a debate could be facilitated by the fact that most nuclear and nonnuclear members of European Union have been members of the Atlantic Alliance, and
its Nuclear Planning Group, for decades. Regular discussions within the NATO
framework have been an important factor in the evolution of a common nuclear
culture among European nuclear and non-nuclear states.
Finally, some considerations are necessary with regard to the medium-term and longterm perspectives for transatlantic and intra-European regimes of extended nuclear
deterrence for European Union member countries.(64) The starting point for these
considerations is the assumption that the countries who are members of European
Union have a common perception with regard to potential or actual threats and risks
from the East or from the South, and that they believe in the need for nuclear
deterrence as a way to counter these threats and risks. Should this not be the case in
the post-Cold War era,(65) a division within European Union member countries would
probably become unavoidable and, consequently, no common European Union
extended nuclear deterrence arrangements would result. However, assuming that a
consensus among the countries dedicated to creating European Union in favour of a
continuation of nuclear deterrence continues to exist, two alternatives are possible in
the long term: a mixed transatlantic/intra-European form of nuclear deterrence and a
purely intra-European extended nuclear deterrence solution.(66)
Another question related to this now arises: should these two transatlantic and intraEuropean extended nuclear deterrence arrangements be of the traditional or of the
existential type? It is obviously not possible to predict the future, however, given that
the degree of integration within the countries dedicated to creating European Union is
likely to be more profound than the transatlantic intergovernmental cooperation
within NATO,(67) and given the fact that the more substantive transatlantic and intraEuropean cultural, economic, political and military integration becomes, the greater
the credibility of either type of extended nuclear deterrence regime will be (and vice
versa), then from the six possible models outlined in Table 1 only those which assume
a traditional intra-European extended deterrence model seem likely. As suggested
earlier, an intra-European extended nuclear deterrence solution for European Union
would need to be of the more traditional type, where both nuclear and non-nuclear
member countries decide together - at least to a certain extent - nuclear strategy, a
system of command and control and, improbable though it may seem in the new
situation, the deployment of nuclear forces on the territory of European Union nonnuclear weapons states. Any purely existential intra-European solution which does not
deal with these three key issues in sufficient detail seems incompatible with the
process of developing a European Union common foreign and security policy which
includes defence.

Table 1
Transatlantic and intra-European extended nuclear deterrence models
Transatlantic

Intra-European

(1)

Traditional

Traditional

(2)

Traditional

Existential

(3)

Existential

Traditional

(4)

Existential

Existential

(5)

-

Traditional

(6)

-

Existential

For a transatlantic regime of extended nuclear deterrence both traditional and
existential developments seem possible, and these also depend on the type and the
number of nuclear weapons which the United States continues to maintain in Europe.
The more the trend towards further reductions of US nuclear weapons in Europe
continues, the greater is the probability that transatlantic extended nuclear deterrence
will become rather more existential in nature.

CONCLUSIONS
`And I can't forget, I can't forget, I can't forget,
but I don't remember what'
(Leonard Cohen)
It has been suggested in this paper that the agreements reached by Western
governments during the Cold War period with regard to the role of nuclear weapons
in Europe need critical re-examination in today's new situation, and that a new
dialogue between leaders of both nuclear and non-nuclear countries over nuclear
employment and deployment options is needed.
However, it may be asked how this could be implemented and in which institutional
framework. The suggestion here is that a double effort by the countries who will be
members of European Union needs to be made. On the one hand, there will be a
continuing need to consult over the future of transatlantic security guarantees,
including the various possible extended transatlantic nuclear deterrence options, and
the appropriate institutional forum for such discussions will for the time being
continue to be the Atlantic Alliance and its Nuclear Planning Group. On the other
hand, since the future pace of European integration and the development of a
Common Foreign and Security Policy also depend on the degree of consultation over
both transatlantic and intra-European nuclear matters among nuclear and non-nuclear
members of the Union, an intra-European debate over the role of European nuclear
weapons and their future roles will become equally necessary, and the most
appropriate institution in which such a debate could begin is Western European
Union. It goes without saying that both the transatlantic and the intra-European
debates over the future role of nuclear weapons in Europe need to take place in
parallel and with the greatest possible degree of transparency by all decision-makers
from NATO, the EC and WEU member countries, since this would be the only way to
avoid the re-emergence of reciprocal suspicions which could again undermine the
evolutionary process that has worked so well on bilateral and multilateral levels
during the last forty years. However, for the time being an initial European view on
the future role of nuclear weapons for European security should come from the Nine,
`because they form the core of both NATO and the EC, the only two institutions
concerned with European security enjoying substantial histories, major bureaucracies,
massive budgets, and a deep level of commitment from all their members.'(68)
One last general comment on nuclear deterrence needs to be made. Those who believe
that they have squared the circle of defence with the concept of nuclear deterrence are
mistaken. The fact that deterrence became so important in security matters only after
1945, with the qualitative change in the nature of war resulting from the advent of
nuclear weapons, does not mean that its working principles did not previously exist.
In its widest interpretation, it is possible to say that deterrence in its various forms has
existed since the earth was first inhabited by animal life, certainly long before Homo
sapiens evolved. However, given the fact that the word was used in a specific way
during a specific period - the Cold War - it would not make sense to change the
terminology now that the Cold War has come to an end. But, for the future shape of
policy and strategy, a distinction between deterrence and conflict prevention could be
made: the first would still be useful in association with strictly military means (in

association with nuclear and conventional forces), while the second would cover the
whole range of military and non-military ways of guaranteeing security. Deterrence
would thus be an integral and important part - but only a part -of the broader concept
of conflict prevention.(69)
The fact that both military and non-military forms of conflict prevention work in
some cases and fail in others is a sign that neither of them is perfect. However, it
would be wrong to conclude that it is unnecessary to have both: giving up either the
`stick' or the `carrot' would not widen but rather reduce the range of policy options for
the prevention of wars and other conflicts. Before Maastricht, the Nine and the
Twelve were totally separated in the sense that Western European Union had been
dealing mainly with military security, while the European Community had been
dealing mainly with non-military aspects of security. However, strategy requires not
an occasion but a permanent reference to both military and non-military means of
conflict prevention. Therefore, since military and non-military factors are both means
to the same end (security), and since the countries dedicated to creating a European
Union are currently developing a Common Foreign and Security Policy, what has
been said in this paper is a strong argument for a full implementation of what has been
outlined as only a possibility in Article J.4 of the Maastricht treaty with regard to a
common defence policy and a common defence.
Finally, what has been said here should not be understood as an advocacy for a new
`European superpower', nor as an argument against a renewed transatlantic
relationship. One step towards closer integration within one group of countries does
not automatically exclude further steps in a similar direction also being undertaken
within other groups of states. That is why the prospect of a European Union with a
Common Foreign and Security Policy does not exclude similar processes towards
closer consultation and common action and - why not - towards a deeper integration
within other institutions and negotiating forums, i.e. within the Atlantic Alliance, the
CSCE or the United Nations.(70) Because of this the traditional and sometimes overstressed distinction between `Atlanticists' and `Europeanists' becomes somewhat
artificial and less relevant: to be in favour of European integration within a European
Union with a Common Foreign and Security Policy does not necessarily mean that
one has to be an anti-Atlanticist in order to achieve this; similarly, to promote the
transatlantic partnership does not necessarily rule out belief in an integrated Europe.
This might appear obvious to some, but it has unfortunately been, and continues to be,
less so for others.
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