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ABSTRACT

GERMAN FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY: SUSTAINING CI\UIAN AND
MULTILATERAL ORIENTATION
Gul, Murat
Ph.D., Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. A. Nuri Yurdusev
January 2009, 208 pages

The “German Question” was on the agenda of thenat®nal community from the
last quarter of the nineteenth century to the midntieth century. Following the end
of the World War Il, due to the existence of a ®bvireat, the incorporation of West
Germany into the liberal-democratic institutions thie western world was the
principal issue to be dealt with. Following the mdication of Germany and the end
of the bipolar international structure, the “Germ@uestion” was revisited. The
German insistence on the early recognition of Gaoahd Slovenia and German
participation in the Kosovo War brought questionisether Germany has become
more assertive and on the way to return to the p@aettics. This dissertation will
analyze German foreign and security policy in tlstgCold War era in order to
understand whether Germany has shifted from itiarivand multilateral orientation
or has made small adjustments in its policies tapado the new international
structure. In approaching the issue, the studymgte to link the theoretical and
practical aspects under the guidance of a conceframework provided by realist,
neorealist and constructivist approaches. Througtiextualizing the coexistence of
realist, neorealist and constructivist factors gri@an foreign and security policy, the
dissertation argues that although Germany has reache small policy adjustments
to adapt to the new international structure, Gertioseign and security policy has

not shifted from its civilian and multilateral oni&tion.

Keywords: “German Question”, Civilian and Multilaé¢ Orientation, Conceptual
Framework, International Structure, Political Cudtu
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Oz

ALMAN DI S VE GUVENLIK POLITIKASI: S__IVIL VE COK TARAFLI
ORYANTASYONU SURDURMEK
Gul, Murat
Doktora, Uluslararadiiskiler Bolumii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. A. Nuri Yurdusev
Ocak 2009, 208 sayfa

“Almanya Sorunu” ondokuzuncu yuzyilin son ¢ggnglen yirminci ytzyilin ortasina
kadar uluslararasi toplumun giindemindeykiinci Diinya Sav@’'ndan sonra, Sovyet
tehdidi nedeniyle, Bati Almanya’nin bati dinyasihioeral-demokratik kurumlarina
dahil edilmesi bglica mesele idi. Almanya’'nin yeniden bieesi ve iki kutuplu
uluslararasi yapinin sona ermesinden sonra “Alm&uwoyanu” tekrar giindeme geldi.
Almanya’nin Hirvatistan ve Slovenya’'nin erken tamasi konusundaki israri ve
Kosova Savg’'na katilmasi, Almanya cok daha iddiali bir hale geldi ve gc¢
politikalarina geri mi donuyor sorularini berabeengetirdi. Bu ¢caéma, Almanya
sivil ve cok tarafli oryantasyonundan ayrildi mkga yeni uluslararasi yapiya adapte
olmak icin politikalarinda kic¢uk ayarlamalar mi yiagonusunu anlamak icin, Sok
Sava sonrasi donemdeki Alman sdve guvenlik politikasini analiz etmektedir.
Konuyu ele alirken, teorik ve pratik yonlerin biteliginin ortaya konulmasina,
realist, neorealist ve constructivist gglgiin sa&ladigi kavramsal yapinin yol
gostermesiyle, 6zel bir 6nem veriktii. Realist, neorealist ve constructivist
faktorlerin Alman d§ ve guvenlik politikasinda birlikteli baglaminda, cakma
Almanya yeni uluslararasi yaplya adapte olmak i@aolitikalarinda kuguk
ayarlamalar yapmgiolsa da Alman dive givenlik politikasinin sivil ve cok tarafh
oryantasyonundan ayriimagani savunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: “Almanya Sorunu”, Sivil ve Colafiafli Oryantasyon, Kavramsal
Yapl, Uluslararasi Yapi, Politik Kaltur
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1648, 1815, 1918, 1945 and 1989 or 1991... What deetldates refer to?
Although they implydifferent things for different perspectivabese dates refer to
the end of long and disastrous wars, but with @iatinuance. Whether considered
to be successful or not, whereas the former fotabéished a post-war order, the
latter brought neither a peace treaty nor a nevalldgpdy (an international
institution) to define the new international or Wbsystem, new rules of conduct
between states and the new principles to be uphetder-state relations. Wasl/is the
emerging new system, following the end of the Obldr, to be defined as a multi-
polar one, a uni-polar one, or as James N. Rospn#lit a “post-international
system?* Whatever the definition would be, uncertainty amsustainability have
become the most popular conceptions in recent agadsudies with respect to the
international system. In this regard, foreign ppl@nalysis in an uncertain and
unsustainable environment has in the same mangemngemore and more complex.

As Francis Fukuyama claims: “... the Cold War did fact provide a very
recognizable framework that all of us operated iraddy, we are evidently entering

a very different kind of world... and | don’t thinkhdat the assumptions that

! Rosenau, J.NTurbulence in World Politics: A Theory of Changel@ontinuity New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1990, p.6



undergirded either the cold war, or this extendedog of American hegemony, are

going to be sufficient to guide us in the worldttisaemerging®.

Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, the wabrelations (that had
been in play with the process of globalization) bagn increasing both in quality
and quantity, and interdependence has become otteeahain characteristics of
world politics. Today, many actors (other than tretion states) are involved in
political, economic, technological and cultural aaf§ and they play a more
prominent role than ever. However, would the exéehdctivities of non-state actors
be able to reduce the strength and importanceeofdle played by the nation-states?
Not actually. As Robert Kagan maintains, “The wohlas become normal again.
The years immediately following the end of the Colthr offered a tantalizing
glimpse of a new kind of international order... Boat was a mirage... the nation-
state remains as strong as eveccording to Kagan, the United States remains the
sole superpower in the international system. Initemg international competition
among great powers has returned, with Russia, CEm@pe, Japan, India, Iran, the
United States, and others vying for regional prezth@nce. Accordingly, the central
feature of the international system has becomestituggle for status and influence.
The new world disorder with uncertain and unsustali® framework of political
interactions and the return of great power competienable the nation-state to
remain as strong as ever. The most striking poith vegard to Kagan’s claim is
that although he points out a competition amongasociated great powers in the
international system, Europe is mentioned as a poemter by itself. The process of
European integration has been in play for more thendecades and the European
Union has become to some extent, or at least hagntlention to become, an
international actor. However, that does not meantte nation-states within the EU

have given up their identities. Even in many pobegas, particularly in the areas of

2 Fukuyama, Francis, “Is America Ready for a Postefioan World?”, Address by Francis
Fukuyama delivered at the Pardee Rand Graduateb&amta Monica, CA, 21 June 2008

% Kagan, RoberfThe Return of History and the End of Dreatsw York: Alfred A. Knopf
Publisher, 2008, pp.3-4



foreign and security policy, nation-states havesgreed their weights within the EU

mechanism.

Germany, given its huge economic and political bdjpes, and central
geographical location in Europe, has been congidaseone of the most influential
‘engines’ of the European integration process, @bbp the most important one.
Following the World War I, the civilian and mulileral orientation of foreign and
security policy became a significant part of théioral identity of West Germany.
The reconstruction of Germany was not only a precefs forgetting traumatic
history or otherization of the crimes of the ThiRkich, but also was a process
within which values like liberal democracy, humaghts, cooperation, civilian and
multilateral type of foreign policy were internad. Following the reunification,
Germany strengthened its geopolitical position iordpe. Germany's central
location has conferred new responsibilities to tloentry in terms of the future
prospects and development in the European contin@etmany as the most
powerful state in the middle of Europe has stattedlay an increasing role in the
implementation and reconstruction of the post-Oaldr international politics, and
has pulled its responsibilities within a multilakeframework. The construction of
the ‘United States of Europe’ and making EU a cehtand effective international
actor within which Germany ‘should’ play a leadingle, and thus, realizing the
‘Europeanization of Germany have been of primargnaern for German
governments after reunification. In addition tostimtra-integration in the Western
Europe, the integration of the Eastern and Weskermope has been one of the
primary foreign policy objectives of the succesdiMerman governments as well. In
a nutshell, since the end of the Cold War, Germiaay been one of the most-
willing countries, maybe the most, for Europearegnation and has devoted time
and energy for the success of the integration god@n the other hand, Germany’s
strong insistence on deepening and widening Europgagration and making EU a
coherent and effective actor in international ardaanot mean that Germany is not
pursuing its own national interests. However, dbas mean a return of Germany to

power politics?



In fact, following the reunification of Germany,ettcollapse of the Soviet
Union and the end of the bipolar international cute, concerns and curiosities
about the future prospects of German foreign amdirgg policy came up to the
surface. After the reunification, economically didBermany started to pursue a
more independent and proactive foreign policy, Wwhabolished the image of
‘political pigmy’ living under the security umbrallof the western alliance. This was
reflected in the speeches of the former German €&Hian Helmut Kohl when he
underlined the re-emergence of Germany as an emhkeffective member of the
international community, in the very first yearstbé reunification. Even before the
reunification (but at a time when the collapsehs Berlin Wall was signaling that
the reunification was not far away), Arthur M. Sedihger published an article in the
Wall Street Journalln the article Schlesinger wrote the possibitiat Germany
would have by far the largest army in Europe wdsRuossia, could even acquire
nuclear weapons, could demahdbensraumto put the issues of revision of its
eastern borders, nesnschlusswvith Austria and new outreach to German-speaking
minorities in neighbouring countriédn the aftermath of the reunification, Kenneth
Waltz predicted that Germany was on the way tormeta power politics and to
become a nuclear powerComments and concerns less alarmist than these al
expressed their scepticism on the course of Gerfmaagn and security policy.
Stanley Hoffmann contended that Germany did notadefyom its reliance on
multilateralism, but this reliance was now foundsd a more assertive Germany,
less inhibited by its past and the internationaliremenf. The common thing in
these comments was that there aroused a considesabbunt of expectations
towards a significant change in German foreign seclrity policy fostered by the

end of the Cold War and the reunification of thertoy (the developments through

“ Schlesinger, Arthur M., Jr., “Germany’s Fate Vliktermine Europe’s’'Wall Street Journal21
December 1989

®Waltz, K. N., “The Emerging Structure of Intermatal Politics”,International SecurityVol.18
No.2, 1993, pp.44-45

® Hoffmann, Stanley, “Reflections on the ‘German g™, Survival Vol.32, No.4, July/August
1990, pp.291-292
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which Germany faced fewer constraints, new oppdrasand new pressures to act

in its external environment).

Germany'’s insistence on the early recognition efitftdependence of Croatia
and Slovenia in 1991 created anxieties in the matigonal community. Although the
Badinter Commission — the Commission establisheteuthe presidency of French
jurist Robert Badinter as a part of UN-EC peacer&sffor the non-violent solution
to the Yugoslav crisis — reported that early redogm could make the situation
worse, Germany announced the recognition of Slavand Croatia on 23 December
1991. The Kosovo War in 1999 and German involvenrettie War, without a UN
mandate, raised further questions on the leanihigSeoman foreign and security
policy in the post-Cold War era. Germany’s poliayth regard to the use of military
force, was considered as a central element of ditamzation of German foreign
and security policy. It was argued that the indrea§&erman interest and readiness
to participate in military interventions was thensequence of a deliberate strategy
of German decision-makers who envisaged the usercéd as an accepted means of
German foreign and security policy. In line withsthiew, German decision-makers
gradually expanded the scope of Germany's contdbst to “out-of-area”
operations by utilizing what was called ‘salamitizg’. So that, the pressure of
Germany’s western partners was to be seen lessugsxof German policy changes,
but more as welcome opportunities for the propanenit re-militarization to
legitimize their course. Even, it was argued thatrrtany was in the process of
“‘coming of age”, becoming more “self-confident” arabksertive, feeling less
inhibited by its pre-World War Il legacy. In theemyof the abnormalization critics,
Germany was again “militarizing” its foreign andcadty policy, thereby returning
to the dubious past of “power politicsMachtpolitik and “a security policy of
reconfrontation®. In a nutshell, the anxieties, created by theyesrtognition of
Croatia and Slovenia increased with the Germamyslvement in the Kosovo War,

" Baumann, Rainer and Hellmann, Gunther, “Germanlytha Use of Military Force:Total War’,the
‘Culture of Restraint’ and the Quest for Normalitgderman PoliticsVol.10 No.1, April 2001,
pp.63-64

8 Ibid., pp.64-66



and brought the question whether Europe and therwrtternational community
would face a new “German Question” or would thgsiestion be resolved in a
peaceful and democratic way given the habitualliaiviand multilateral policy
orientation of German foreign and security policy?

The academic studies since the reunification ofctentry have focused on
whether German foreign and security policy is ipracess of radical change or is
continuity dominating over change. However, theteliss have mostly held a
biased view to the issue. The tendency in thes#iestinas been to take a theoretical
position and to correct this position without lowgiat the issue in a wider sense and
without taking the practice into consideration. STthesis tries to avoid such a biased
and one-sided perspective and asserts that thetevobf Germany’s foreign and
security policy from the early 1990s to the Kosowar of 1999 enable us a
comprehensive policy record to test whether ther iadical shift from the civilian
and multilateral policy orientation and establisipagameters of German foreign and
security policy or not. On the one hand, civilianeatation is tested through a
particular emphasis on the evolution of countrytdiqy vis a vis the use of force
and Germany’s participation in the “out of areatmions. On the other hand, the
established multilateral character of German foresand security policy will be
based on Germany’'s membership in international rorgéions, especially in EU.
The key questions with regard to Germany’'s muéialism have been (regarding
EU) whether Germany has kept its objectives of peam integration and the
extension of ‘European values’ to the Eastern Eeirop has it moved from this
multilateral orientation and pursued a ‘go it alopelicy? From this point of view,
this study aims to analyze German foreign and ggcyolicy with a strong
reference to its civilian and multilateral charaaad finds that although there have
been some modest modifications, civilian and matkitlal policy orientation remains
a fundamental parameter for German foreign andriggaqolicy. In this sense, the
main concern will be the civilian and multilatemalentation of German foreign and
security policy and the conceptual and practicalafisions of the international and

domestic factors shaping German policies. A speagbhasis will be given to link



the theoretical and practical aspects of the igsua more analytical and wider

framework.

In approaching the issue and linking the theorkaoad practical aspects, the
study will make use of the conceptual frameworkhaf selected (realist, neorealist
and constructivist) international relations thestie contextualize and conceptualize
German foreign and security policy in a more corhpnsive way. In other words,
the study will useThe Intellectual and Political Functions of Thedgs the title of
Hans Morgenthau’s article suggests: Firstly, theceptual framework provided by
the theories is significant due to the fact thatayothe scope and complexities of
world politics demand an understanding of a muatiewrange of issues. Especially,
since the end of the Cold War, the structures andgsses of world politics have
been undergoing a speedy transformation, which um thas created more
interdependence. The greater interdependence itd vpmlitics involves greater
complexity and dynamism as more and more actoragsgn more and more
elaborate relationships with each other. The expansf these relational networks
increases the probability that any new developnierdne relationship will have
ever more extensive and intensive rippling effeetsross the network of
relationships. In this sense, in order to deal witis transformation and complex
web of relational networks, especially regardingr@n foreign and security policy,
it can fairly be argued that the conceptual frammdwarovided by theories enable
intellectual order to the subject. From this pecsipe, the conceptual framework
becomes a necessary and primary tool to enablesttidy to conceptualize and
contextualize historical and contemporary eventgaming German foreign and

security policy.

Secondly, it is recognized that any theoreticalragph has an explanatory
capability on its own conceptual base. However sttape of this study has made the

choice of the conceptual framework provided by tealist, neo-realist and

° Morgenthau, Hans, “The Intellectual and PolitiEahctions of Theory”, in Morgenthau, Hans,
Truth and Power: Essays of a Decade, 1960-19Wav York: Praeger, 1970, pp.260-261
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constructivist accounts more logical in the sers& each of them has strong
arguments in explaining the issue. The selectiothete three approaches is far
from a total neglect of other approaches or themaeperspectives regarding the
issue, but rather, this is a practical reason. fiélative strength of the selected
approaches vis a vis the others have been inflleintiselection process and it is
argued in this study that an interaction betweendbnceptual framework of these
three accounts may set forth a more comprehensiderstanding and explanation
to the phenomenon under question. The perspecgie lere is contrary to the
general tendency within the discipline of interoatl relations that has not largely
been so far from the chicken-egg discussion. Mamgias within the discipline have
been colored by the biased thinking and strictlysifpaned theoretical and
conceptual approaching. Mostly the analysts hallewed the methodology of
selecting an approach and then aiming to explarfdbused issue through the lens
of the selected approach. This has caused a negldregard of other approaches.
Rather than providing a comprehensive and analyéinalysis of the issue under
focus, the strict choice-based studies have rerdaome-sided. Leaving aside the
strong points of other approaches in the nameaertical consistency and without
a focus on the overall process and dimensionseofssue, they have thus missed a

better analysis of the issue.

This study rejects the above-mentioned biased petisp and aims at a
comprehensive and analytical analysis of the isistmigh using the strengths of the
conceptual framework provided by the realist, nalise and constructivist
perspectives. Regarding the issue of sustainindjazivand multilateral orientation
of German foreign and security policy during thestp@old War era, it is to be
clearly set forth that the three perspectives do aimllenge each other while
constructing the research questions and methodobglyzing the foreign policy
practices via the conceptual framework and expigithe answers to the questions
towards the issue. Rather than substituting eaatrothese perspectives and their
conceptual frameworks are contextualized withinanner to converge and coexist

in the study. This is due to the fact that all ¢hepproaches have some points in



addressing and explaining the issue because fattteysput forward have played
concerted and prominent roles during the reconstmu@rocess of German national
identity, in the larger context, and in German igmeand security policy-making, in

particular.

The realist conceptual framework that regards tharchical international
system as a system due to the structural power etmop among the sovereign,
rational and unitary states, will enable the sttmydeal with Germany’s national
interests. Hence, in realist conceptualization, ploesuit of power by individual
states takes the form of promoting national intsteand thus, the state can be
defined as the organization that provides protaciémd welfare in revenlfe
Among the objectives of the states, the most ingmbrtis the protection and
promotion of vital interests. Although the defioii of vital interest may shift due to
the changing political, economic and technologimahditions, it is no doubt that
every state regards the safeguarding of certaigrasts to be of overriding
importance to its security. Ralph G. Hawtrey claintleat “So long as international
relations are based on force, power will be a legudibject of national ambitiof”
The claim about the pursuit of power by any stateam anarchical international
system is acceptable and understandable, but iteedadwer solely in military terms
and disregarding the importance of political, ecoimand technological power is
misleading. As argued by Joseph S. Nye, a “softqubws an actor that co-opts
rather than coerces other actors, may obtain th@omes it wants in world politics
due to the fact that other countries admire itsi®@sl emulate its example, aspire to
its level of prosperity and openness. Nye calls th§ command power that is
essentially the power of attraction, distinguishinfjom coercion and induceméft
However, this does not mean that military power @sduse in the inter-state

relations is out of the agenda. As A.J. P. Taylentions in his analysis of Otto von

1% Gilpin, RobertWar and Change in World Politicslew York: Cambridge University Press, 1981,
p. 15

! Hawtrey Ralph G.Economic Aspects of Sovereigritpndon: Longmans, 1952, p.19

12 Nye, Joseph SSoft Power: The Means to Success in World PaliNesv York: Public Affairs,
2004, p.5



Bismarck: “Though Bismarck lacked humbug, he did laek principles... They
were principles founded in distrust of human natysenciples of doubt and
restraint... Take his most famous sentence: ‘Thetg@estions of our time will not
be settled by resolutions and majority votes — thas the mistake of the men of
1848 and 1849 — but by blood and irdi” From this perspective, the realist
conceptual framework will be used to identify anxplain Germany’s national
interests in terms of providing security and wedfarthout shifting from its civilian
and multilateral orientation. However, the use ofcé as a last resort, within a
multilateral framework, to prevent human sufferimgd to promote the observance
and strengthening of international law in Germareign and security policy will
also be approached (the part dealing with the wemknt of Germany in the
Kosovo War will approach the issue within this @o«tj.

The neorealist conceptual framework will enable shedy to focus on the
international setting and the systemic-structurahsderations shaping German
foreign and security policy. As Kenneth Waltz swugjgd “by depicting an
international political system as a whole, withustural and unit levels at once
distinct and connected, neo-realism establisheaut@nomy of international politics
and thus makes a theory about it possifijethis study will make the use of
neorealism and its conceptual framework to undedstand explain structural
considerations of German foreign and security goliccording to Robert Gilpin,
the essential elements of the system, and its cteaistics, are determined by the
perceptions of the actors themselves. The systecongpasses the actors, states,
whose actions and reactions are considered byttler states as source of foreign
and security policy. This makes the system becaonedfect an arena of calculation
and interdependent decision-makihgThe international system, in this sense,

becomes a realm created by states, but going betfweid control. As Gilpin

3 Taylor, A. J. P.Rumours of Ward_ondon: Hamish Hamilton, 1952, p. 44

“Waltz, K. N., “Realist Thought and Neo-Realist 6hg, Journal of International AffairsVol.44
No.1, 1990, pp.29-32

!5 Gilpin, Robert (1981), op. cit., p.38
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mentions “states create international social, jgalit and economic arrangements in
order to advance particular sets of interests. Reweobviously they do not have
complete control over this proces®’ For Gilpin, the international system has a
reciprocal influence over the state behaviour: @ndne hand, the system constrains
the state behaviour and exercises form of contnalhe state’s foreign and security
policy practices not to destabilize the establishgdrnational order. On the other
hand, the system affects the ways in which thestat the international system seek
to achieve the above-mentioned interests and gdalshis sense, international
system becomes a mechanism to provide constrawdt®pportunities for actors to
advance their national intereSts In a similar vein, Kenneth Waltz identifies the
regularity and similarity in forms of state behawiand interests via the systemic
forces upon the statés Based on the realist accounts but with systemic
considerations, Waltz claims that in anarchicadrinational system, the struggle for
power and security has become the recurrent featuneternational relations and
will reassert itself, and says, “In internationallifpcs, overwhelming power repels
and leads others to try to balance against.itfet, given the systemic-structural
considerations of Germany and constraints on Gerfimaign and security policy,
can German foreign and security policy-thinking anaking be understood merely
through struggle for power? Not, for sure. The Hkpointernational structure
constrained West German foreign and security paieg conferred on it a role of
civilian power with a multilateral orientation. Wiln¢he bipolar structure ended with
the dissolution of the Soviet Union, did the stawat constraints, shaping German
foreign and security policy, end? John Mearsheiargued that the long peace of
the Cold War was a result of three factors: Thelaipdistribution of military power

in continental Europe, the rough equality of mijtpower between the US and the

1% |bid., pp.25-26
7 bid., pp.25-26

8 Waltz, K. N., “The Origins of War in Neorealist @bry”, Journal of Interdisciplinary History
Vol.18 No.4, Spring 1988, pp.615-628

¥'waltz, K. N., “America as a Model for the WorldPS: Political Science and Politic¥ol.24
No.4, 1991, p.669
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SU, and the pacifying effect of the presence oflearcweapons. Thus, the collapse
of the SU removed the central pillar upon which thpolar stability was built,
argued Mearsheimer. For Mearsheimer, multipolatesys were notoriously less
stable than bipolar systems because the numbeotehfmal bilateral conflicts was
greater, deterrence was more difficult to achiesnd the potential for
misunderstandings and miscalculations of powerraative was increaséd Within
this perspective, it is fair to argue that the Cw@lr period was relatively more
stable due to the reasons pointed out by John Meianger. However, it is
misleading to argue that German foreign and secpoticy is no more shaped by
structural considerations and constraints. As tbaceptual framework of the
neorealist approach sets forth and as this studywshin dealing with the
international setting, systemic-structural consatiens and constraints play a crucial
role in both shaping German national interests @ogiding mechanisms to pursue

these interests.

The constructivist framework will enable the studydeal with the social
factors and structures shaping German foreign acdrgy policy. The two core
assumptions of constructivist approach will guidee tstudy in organizing the
conceptual framework: The first one is that the damental structures of
international politics are (also) social ratherrtrarictly material. Second assumes
that these structures shape the identities andesite of the actors, not only their
behaviouf’. Accepting the existence of material realitiesaddition to social ones,
constructivists focus on how the material world s affects and changes
interactions, and also is affected by it. In thedgoof Emanuel Adler, “the view that

the manner in which the material world shapes angshaped by human action and

20 Mearsheimer, J. L., “Back to the Future’: Insiéhiin Europe After the Cold War'lnternational
Security Vol.15 No.4 Summer 1990, pp.6-19

2L Wendt, Alexander, “Constructing International Bo#i”, International SecurityVol.20 No.1,
1995, pp.71-72
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interaction depends on a dynamic normative andtespis interpretations of the

material world?2.

The end of the Cold War was neither predicted rarlc be adequately
explained by neorealists and neoliberals. Thidlifated the aim and need to bring
an understanding to world politics and to politidaues studied within the
discipline, and for the purpose of this study tar@an foreign and security policy.
The constructivist concepts play a crucial rolaunderstanding and explaining the
foreign and security policy orientation and Germamyolicy practices those have

been implemented with a strong reference to theseapts:

One of the key constructivist concepts is idenfitiie concept is helpful in
explaining a wide variety of German foreign andusitg policy actions. As Barry
Buzan and Ole Waever mentioned, “We prefer to taksocial constructivist
position ‘all the way down’. However, identities ather social constructions can
petrify and become relatively constant elementbdoreckoned with”. For Buzan
and Waever, “when an identity is ... constructed badomes socially sedimented,
it becomes a possible referent object for securijdreover, Buzan and Waever
claim that “Especially, we believe security studessild gain by a constructivism
that focuses on how the very security quality i8agis socially constructed: issues
are not security issues by themselves, but defaseduch as a result of political
processes®. Identity is socially constructed through idemtifion and self-other
bifurcation and becomes a determinant in definirggdarameters and range of inter-
state relations. Identity is constructed within thacial environment of political
spheres, and state identity constructed by bo#trnational and domestic spheres.
The identities of states vary across time and spawoe these identities depend on
political, historical, social and cultural processand contexts. Within this
framework, West German identity was constructedtloa principles of liberal-

22 pdler, Emanuel, “Seizing the Middle Ground: Copstivism in World Politics” European
Journal of International Relation&/ol.3 No.3, 1997, p.322

% Buzan, Barry and Waever, Ole, “Slippery? contrami? sociologically untenable? The
Copenhagen school replieReview of International Studiegol.23 No.2, April 1999, p.243
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democratic ethos. The self-other identification West Germany, following the
World War 1, was contextualized in a framework hiit which West Germany was
recognized as an equal partner within the westenmntunity, as a country that had
to be incorporated into western bloc and its ingbons. Following the reunification
the situation did not change. The liberal-democraihos continued to be the
determinant factor in German political system, #mgk in the structure upon which
Germany’s foreign and security policy was settléddth regard to the self-other
identification, Germany continued to be committenl political system and

institutions of western community and with no sesdairect threats to its security.

Another concept is culture. Culture is presentedeter both to a set of
evaluative standards, such as norms or valuesiaodgnitive standards, such as
rules or models defining what entities and actotistan a system and how they
operate and interreldte This study will make use of five functions of tuk in
contextualizing and conceptualizing German politegstem and German foreign
and security policy: The first function is that wwk forms the framework within
which political process occurs. Within this contekicreates a structure that points
out the actors what is dear to them, what is ingrdriand precious to achieve.
Second, culture fulfils the function of a bridge the sense that it connects
individuals and collective identities through pmivig and maintaining a sense of
shared common past and a common fdtur€hird, culture has the function of
defining group boundaries and organizing actiorhivitand between them. Fourth,
culture provides the framework for the members led group to interpret and
explain the motives and actions of other group meamsnbFifth, through all these
functions, culture becomes one of the main souofegolitical organization and

mobilization of a community, society or nation.

24 Jepperson, R. L., Wendt, A. and Katzenstein, PNaérms, Identity, and Culture in National
Security”, in P. J. Katzenstein (edhe Culture of National Security: Norms and Idsniit World
Politic, New York: Columbia University Press, 1996, p.33

% Ross, M. H.The Culture of Conflict: Interpretations and Intste in Comparative Perspectjve
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993, Chapter 1
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The concept of interest is also crucial in congivist terminology in the
sense that identity, culture and self-identificatiof Germany is reflected and
instrumentalized through the foreign and securtlicy interests of Germany. The
tendency of the mainstream approaches has beesfit® dnterest as the pursuit of
power by individual states that takes the form obnpoting national interests.
However, rather than an outcome-based focus, thetrativist approach aims to
improve the explanatory capability of its analy#isough treating the concept of
interest as a social construction that is not fixgatural or universal. In this sense,
what is important for constructivists is the contesf the interest, which is
constituted through various processes, and thahaped differently depending on
the inter-state interactions, domestic structufahestate and society, and the social
structure of the international system. As thesecgsses and structures shape
interest, (for constructivists) there becomes arcleonnection to be established

between the identity, (political) culture and th&erests of the state.

The concept of interest and its contextualizatioGerman policy practices,
as reflected in later parts of this study, has megood test case for the relevance of
theoretical and conceptual perspective held heseP AJ. Katzenstein has correctly
set forth while conceptualizing his culture of oatl security, some interests such
as mere survival and minimal physical well-beingsexutside the specific social
identities; they are relatively genéfic In this sense, the realist and neo-realist
perceptions those are accused to be deterministicaating with the givens are
corrected by a constructivist, Katzenstein, whoardg survival and minimal
physical well-being as generic. This is actually so far from the realist and neo-
realist premise claiming that state interest ivisat within a self-help system. If the
international system is anarchic and this structafethe system shapes state
interests, policies and actions, the realist anolrealist premise can be reflected
from the constructivist perspective as the sodiaizeffect of the anarchic

% Katzenstein, P. J., “Introduction: Alternative Sectives on National Security”, in P. J.
Katzenstein (ed.Jhe Culture of National Security: Norms and Idenitit World Politic,New York:
Columbia University Press, 1996, p.60
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international system that shapes state’s idensitgra entity that has to stand on its

own and construct its national security culturehviite basic objective of survival.

As mentioned earlier, the context designed to sthdyselected issue shall be
far from mere determinism. In this study, | argbattthe explanatory capability of
the theoretical perspectives and their concepraahéwork may differ according to
the issue selected. For some studies or approattiezs, may not be a necessity to
meet conceptual thinking with practical discoutdewever, this study will become
more comprehensive and enhanced when Germany'gyfioend security policy
practices are contextualized within a conceptuamwork, and will provide an
analytical analysis of the issue under focus. Asdbncern of this study is German
foreign and security policy, the factors determgni@erman political interests, the
implications of systemic-structural factors oveflippmaking process and identity-
culture factors shaping the very core of Germaritipal and policy choices, all,

play prominent role in this study.

On the one hand, as realist approach and realistepts set forth and
Katzenstein agrees, Germany’s generic interestsivival, physical well-being and
desire for security, in a system of uncertaintiemyain effective as if they are given.
West Germany kept the goal of reunification (thhoogg the Cold War period) as
the central strategic objective of the countrytaingd it as an issue on the agenda,
prepared the ground and timing to achieve this ativje and realized it when
systemic conditions became proper. West Germaretarohination for reunification
reflects that issues determined to be nationatests, in the case of reunification it
can even be presented as a generic interest, leavegermanent for West Germany.
Following the reunification, (as stated in White pPa 2006) “ensuring the
sovereignty and integrity of German territory angventing regional crises and
conflicts that may affect Germany’'s security, wiverepossible, and helping to
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control crises?” as one of the basic objectives of German foreigd security

policy is a reflection of the existence of natiomdérest in Germany.

On the other hand, the changes in the internati@ystem with the
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of Higolar international structure
shaped/shape German foreign and security policyimgakand acting. The
international system and the structure within hagd impact on Germany in two
ways: On the one hand, it has been influential etexnining security and threat
perception of Germany, and on the other, it haatetestructures to shape German

policy-making and actions.

In addition, the existence of these realist and-neaedist elements and
concepts does not mean the absence of constraaieisients and concepts. The
civilian and multilateral policy orientation of Wie&ermany following the World
War Il has been sustained during the post-Cold péaiod. This is to a great extent
due to the new security culture of the country tahe into being after World War
Il that has not only been identical with “never aja (such as never again war,
never again human suffering) but also with intemeal values (such as liberal
democracy, economic welfare, human rights, civiha@ans and ends in foreign and
security policy) and has been processed with ratdtifl institutions.

Given the above-mentioned facts and premises, diheeptual framework
provided by the realist, neo-realist and constwiglti perspectives provide a
comprehensive and strong framework to analyze Gerfoegeign and security
policy. Such an approach empowers the explanatodyamalytical capacity of the
study in approaching the issue. To this end, titr®duction chapter tried to set forth
the initial and basic remarks for the conceptuaifework (that is to be detailed in
the following chapter) for the organization of stedy.

2" White Paper 2006 on German Security Policy and-titare of the Bundeswehr, issued by the
German Federal Ministry of Defence, 2006, p.28
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Following this introduction chapter, within whiche subject matter of the
study, methodology to approach the issue and liniémarks for the conceptual
framework is set forth, the second chapter deals thie conceptual framework in a
detailed manner. This will be done in connectiothwihe early discussions and
concerns on German foreign and security policy he aftermath of German
reunification and end of the Cold War. In this nejd will primarily deal with the
anxieties caused by the sudden and unexpectedfication of Germany. | will
reflect concerns and questions of the internati@oahmunity about how German
foreign and security policy would be shaped witlhuniGcation and the new
international structure. While dealing with thesiscdssions and concerns, the
conceptual framework will be used to organize theldy in order to reflect that
realist, neorealist and constructivist factors esteia German foreign and security
policy. This coexistence and conceptual framewotlk e established on a variety
of powerful influences that have militated agaisisarp and destabilizing departures
from Germany’s civilian and multilateral foreign darsecurity policy orientation.
The first set of these influences are located atititernational level (international
structure and international institutions). The gsial at the international level will
focus on structural considerations and constragitaping German foreign and
security policy. Considering that the neorealigbrapch and concepts accomplish a
reciprocal impact on policy-making process (consing state behaviour and
providing mechanisms for states to pursue theer@sts), the question of how the
structural considerations shape Germany in definiggnational interests (realist
factors) will be studied in this part. The constivist considerations and concepts
shaping policy-making process will be analyzedhe part dealing with the second
set of influences located at the domestic levelignal capacity and national
predispositions; national predispositions with tt@al and institutional sources
with a strong reference to political culture). lmstpart, | shall make primary use of
John S. Duffield’sworld Power Forsakenin addition to Duffield’s book, official
documents, such as the White Paper of 1994 andeViaibk of 2006 (both issued

by the German Ministry of Defense), will be usedhis chapter.
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The third chapter will be on the institutional seit for the making of
German foreign and security policy. Since the cphea framework brings the
international and domestic settings together, ¢higpter will focus on the analysis
of the latter. As the national institutions are Hueirces of national predispositions,
one of the pillars of the domestic setting, thecpss of domestic interest formation
and foreign policy formulation and the role of wars actors in foreign and security
policy-making will enable the study to become mooenprehensive. The chapter
will start with the initial concern about the digédication between foreign policy
and external relations. The structural transforamaéind growing interdependence in
the international system has deepened decentrahzand has enabled new actors to
get involved in policy-making process. The remagjnparts of the chapter deal with
the issue of authority sharing in foreign and sikgupolicy, the structure and
changing tasks of the foreign service and involvenodé Bundestag and Bundestrat
in policy-making process. Through referring to UNDDWebate of 1996, it will be
reflected in this chapter that foreign policy is paimary area in German’s
institutional organization. In the final part ofighchapter, | will argue that
decentralization, involvement of various actors aedhocratic control on political

process have contributed to the sustainabilityofi@n and multilateral orientation.

The fourth chapter will give a historical backgrduosf West German foreign
and security policy. Since the previous chaptetsde#@h the domestic setting of the
country with special focus on interest formatiom axational institutions involved in
foreign and security policy-making process, thisapter will approach the
international setting and the way internationalicinre and international institutions
shaped West German foreign and security policyardter to identify whether there
is a shift from policy orientation or there haveebesmall policy adjustments without
a fundamental shift from civilian and multilaterarientation, a historical
background is necessary. The historical backgrauticenable the study to identify
the parameters of West German foreign and secpaligy, during the Cold War
era, in order to have a better understanding ofeth@ution of German foreign

policy, during the post-Cold War era, with regaodthe new roles, responsibilities
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and objectives. This chapter will make an analgéisvhy the “German Question”
could not be solved following the World War |, beduld be solved in a peaceful
way following the World War Il. | will argue thathereas following the World War
| the Versailles Treaty was one of the main reasonsthe continuation of the
“German Question”, following the World War I, thexistence of a serious Soviet
threat played a crucial role in providing propemdibions for integrating West
Germany into the western community. After this s, the following part of this
chapter mainly deals with the adoptation of Westn@ay into the political system
and the institutions of the western community afithrece. Germany’s role in
European integration, as well as the ‘path’ to thentry’s reunification, will be

tried to be examined.

The fifth chapter will approach the issue of Gernfareign and security
policy in the post-Cold War era and the use of dorn line with the conceptual
framework, the coexistence of the realist, neoséalnd constructivist factors will be
revealed through both the international and doroesitings: How the internalized
values, political culture and domestic institutio@nstructivist factors) shape
foreign and security policy and national interesiew the international setting
(neorealist factors) constrain policy-making anteiiaests through the international
structure and provide mechanisms (internationditui®ns) for Germany to pursue
its interests; besides these, there will be concerrGermany’s generic interests
(realist factors), such as the security and walkdpeof the German territory and
citizens and welfare of the country. The chaptell start with a focus on the
changing international structure, new issues faddgyman policy-makers and
priorities of German foreign and security policyan era of uncertainties. Germany
and the use of military force and German multilaiem, with an initial concern of
conceptual clarification - clarifying what civiligmower means — will be analyzed in
the following part of the chapter. The issue of tise of military force will be held
within a historical context and the evolution okthout-of-area” debate will be
approached through reference to specific involvamem the use of force. The

Kosovo War, with a special focus on Germany’s dipdtic efforts for a diplomatic
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and non-military solution to the problem and Gergiaparticipation in the Kosovo
War, will be discussed in a detailed manner. Thedvo War is crucial in the sense
that for the first time since 1945 German forcesktgart in offensive combat
mission against a sovereign state. The most strikioint was that it took place
under a Red-Green coalition (who were traditionalhgi-militarist) and without a
UN mandate. The following part of this chapter wilpproach German
multilateralism that has become a guarantee form@ey and international
community, in the process of addressing Germangtgign and security policy
concerns and interests, and preventing a shiftolitigal orientation of Germany.
However, it will be mentioned in this part thathas not been an easy task for
Germany to match different responsibilities in eliéint international institutions.
Finally, the problems Germany has as member of NAEO and the OSCE and
difficulty of keeping balance in Washington, Paasd Moscow axis will be

discussed. The study will conclude with an ovezafiluation.

21



CHAPTER 2

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR GERMAN
FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY

Although the foreign and security policy-making @ess is defined to be a
designed and purposeful process, the events letalithg end of the Cold War were
neither anticipated nor adequately explained. énabademic literature, this lack of
anticipation and explanation is evaluated, to aigextent, as a consequence of the
dominance of the positivist understanding in thelgtof international relations. It is
argued that this understanding contends that thera world out there to be
explained and that it takes the world as granteégceSthe realists concentrate on
relations between great powers on the basis otamjlipower, they could neither
predict nor adequately explain the social dynanutshe change leading to the
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of ihgolar international structure.
From another point of view, the realist concepialon explains change in the
international system with reference to war, anditsecked/lacks to explain the end
of the Cold War without an actual war. The critmisn the approach that disregards
domestic and social factors is understandable amuéptable. However, while
focusing on the impacts of domestic and socialofacton inter-state relations,
disregarding systemic-structural and some genexatofs (survival and minimal

physical well-being) is also misleading.
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With systemic-structural and domestic consideratiamd reflections of these
considerations on political process, foreign anctugty policy becomes a particular
field of overlapping perspectives. It can also lmnsidered as a never-ending
process for the state. It is through such a prooédsreign and security policy-
making that the state constantly tries to adjuselfit to its ever-changing
environment. In addition, this process has to kstasoed in a manner to coincide
with its internal definition. The outcomes of thge®cesses have vital importance
for any state in the sense that the success enabteprovides the state with the
chance of survival and security. From this poihg toreign and security policy is a

designed and purposeful process of systematicitesiv

In order to understand and explain designed angbgseful process of
systematic activities, this chapter is designegrtivide a conceptual framework to
study German foreign and security policy. The cpheal framework provided by
the theories is significant due to the fact thathwhe structural transformation in
world politics (the end of bipolar structure), teeope and complexities of world
politics demand an understanding of issues in &mwichmework. Thus, in order to
increase the analytical capability of studies, emtgal framework fullfils an
important function and contributes to the organaradf the study. In this sense, this
study will become more comprehensive and enhandeshWsermany’s foreign and
security policy practices are contextualized withinonceptual framework. For this
study, this framework is (more) necessary in thessethat German foreign and
security policy is a unigue case, within which r&®alneorealist and constructivist
factors coexist: It is realist in the sense thatn@ey aims to realize its national
interests (protect its territory and well-being ité citizens, its liberal democratic
political order, economic welfare and tackle witblgal risks and challenges); it is
constructivist in the sense that identity, valued aorms determine the interests and
orientation of German political system and Germarreifjn and security policy as
well (on civilian and multilateral parameters); aihds neo-realist in the sense that
structural considerations play a crucial role bothdetermination of Germany’s

foreign policy priorities and threat perception e one hand, and on the other
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hand, providing mechanisms for Germany (internalianstitutions) to pursue its
foreign and security policy objectives in accordangith means and ends of
Germany’'s political orientation. Within this orgaational and conceptual
framework, the chapter will deal with the powerifofluences of this framework on
foreign and security policy-making and implemermtatithrough the international

and domestic setting.

As mentioned, the structural transformation in ititernational system, with
the collapse of the Soviet Union, made the issu&@fman reunification a more
sensitive issue. It was strongly argued that thiel fipolar system and the existence
of a Soviet threat had put structural constraimsGerman foreign and security
policy. As these structural constraints disapperaveh the end of the Cold War,
German political orientation could change radicaifyalel to this structural change.
The main concern of studies dealing with Germareifpr and security policy
became whether there would be a shift in Germapgley orientation of civilian
power and multilateralism. This was basicly duésermany’s strong capability to
devastate the political, economic and military agpteere and order in the continent

and in the international system.

The above-mentioned concern was depicted by AmhuBchlesinger, even
before the reunification was realized, but where dbllapse of the Berlin Wall was
signaling the reunification. In his article in tWgall Street Journal Schlesinger
openly spoke of the possibility that Germany wolide by far the largest army in
Europe west of Russia. Referring to technologicapabilities of Germany,
Schlesinger mentioned the possibility that Germanuld even acquire nuclear
weapons and this overwhelming military might wobklbound to reinforce both the
ability and the will to dominate the continent thghh diplomatic, political and
economic means. Arthur Schlesinger went much furdinel argued that by the turn
of the century, a reunified Germany that was likelypecome the most powerful and
dynamic state in Europe, could demdrebensraunto put the issues of revision of

its eastern borders, new Anschluss with Austria ap@ outreach to German-
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speaking minorities in neighbouring countffesSchlesinger's view was the

reflection of the chaotic situation in Europe ahd wider international community.

The sudden and unexpected reunification of Gernmaayshort span of time
created anxieties. The comments softer than Sdgess pointed out that the
reappearence of a reunited Germany in the heafEunbpe could be a mixed
blessing, if not a decidedly destabilizing develem. For these commentators, the
foreign and security policy of the reunited Germamyuld be characterized by a
much greater independence and unilateralism, titaerto. The aggresiveness and
assertiveness would increase in the course of Geforaign and security policy
and according to the worst scenario, as Schlesipgeforward, Germany would
seek to dominate its neighbors and even to expatieia expanse.

These scenarios took early confirmation by somenfaarpolitical acts and
decisions following the reunification. Germany’'suctance to offer firm guarantees
of Poland’s western border and later the consideraiessure exerted by Germany
on its European Community partners for the recagmiof the breakaway Yugoslav
republics of Croatia and Slovenia, formed the ba$ithese fears and worst-case
scenarios. These fears appeared to be in line théhneorealist propositions. As
neorealism strongly underpins the causal influesfca state’s external environment
and the state’s position in the international systgith a strong insistence on its
relative power, the change in the internationatesyscould reinforce a significant

change in German foreign and security policy.

The dissolution of the Soviet Union could sweep yaweany of the external
constraints that had been exerting pressure on &eforeign and security policy.
Mainly, as the military threat posed by the SoB&ic ended, this could decrease

the security dependence of Germany on its westees and could result in greater

8 Schlesinger, Arthur M., Jr. (1989), op. cit.

? pace, Eric, “Scholars Say Veneer of Nonchalancekisl&Vorry on German UnificationNew
York Times11 November 1989 and Riding, Alan, “Fear of Gemynls Focus at East European
Meeting”,New York Times February 1990
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freedom of action and room for maneuver for thenited Germany. Meanwhile,
reunification could augment Germany’s already saitstl power resources, thereby
could further enhance its opportunities for purgumfluence in Europe and beyond.
In addition, the potential for political and econormstability in Central and Eastern
Europe and the actual conflicts in the Balkans @a@@nerate considerable pressure

on Germany to act to ensure its own security.

As a result of those radically changing geopoliticacumstances, the
expectations about a profound reorientation of Gerroreign and security policy
were not illogical. From this point of view, neolists suggested that a reunited
Germany would possibly seek to acquire nuclear wesand that it could allow its
previous alliances to lapse. The neorealist apprateimed that the new course of
German foreign and security policy might well hdne=n characterized by increased
unilateralism and assertiveness, Germany might alizen the use of force, and

might once again seek to play the role of a greatap™.

The questions on the course of German foreign endrgy policy were/are
directed, whether Germany will experience pronodncleange and Germany will
act more independently and assertively as a toemditi great power; or will it
continue along the line of self-restraint and paetars determined during the post-
World War Il era? These questions are still vatiday to a lesser degree and with
decreasing scepticism. The answers to the abovéioned questions necessitate a
comprehensive analysis that seeks to identify theial international and domestic
determinants of German foreign and security poticying the post-reunification

period.

The White Paper 1984 issued by the Ministry of Defense of Germany,
stated that with the end of the East-West conftantain Europe, Germany’s

%0 Mearshimer, John, “Back to the Future: Instabilitfurope After the Cold WarInternational
Security Vol.14, No.4, Summer 1990, pp.36-38; and WaltznKeth (1993), op.cit., pp.66-76
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security situation improved tremendously, and Gelynaas, indeed, perceived to
be securer than at any time since the first urtibcain 1871. In the new geostrategic
structure, Germany was/is surrounded by allies athér friendly countries rather
than lying on the dividing line between two hostillecs, and was/is faced with no
direct military threats. However, this does not eoto mean that Germany can

afford to do completely without a national secuptyicy.

In the immediate period following the dissolutiohtbe Soviet Union and
the end of the bipolar international system, thenoigtic analysts were expecting a
much peaceful and orderly international environméfawever, the time quickly
proved the contrary. It was the “new world disofdénat the international
community encountered. Germany was no exceptionesmet in the much more
benign environment of post-Cold War Europe, Germaay/is faced with numerous
and serious threats that it had to protect itsg#irsst. However, whatever form or
content is, the heart of the issue found its exgioesin the statement of the former
German Chancellor Helmut Kohl that he made to teentan Parliament, “the fate

of Germany and of its people will be determined itsy foreign and security
”32

policy”<.

Moreover, one could argue that the course Germagigio and security
policy will pursue, will also determine the fate tfe continent and the wider
international system. Hence, due to its centralatioon and strong economy,
reunified Germany will inevitably have consideralidluence over the ongoing
developments and events in Europe and the widernational system. Either
Germany becomes active or remains inactive; this lweve implications on the
neighbouring countries. Within this framework, h&@ermany will take over the
new responsibilities and use its power and capegslwill shape the peace, stability
and order in Europe and the wider internationalesysin the post-Cold War era. As

1 White Paper 1994 on German Security Policy andFtitare of the Bundeswehr, issued by the
German Federal Ministry of Defence, 1994, pp.1-2

32 Kohl, Helmut, “Rede des Bundeskanzlers vor demtSzen BundestagBulletin, No.73, 10
September 1993, p.762
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Germany’'s actions and policies play a crucial roleshaping the fate of the
continent and the international system, a detaled comprehensive analysis of
German foreign and security policy is necessamnaie projection for the future of

the developments.

As mentioned earlier, the early expctations, mastigiped by the neorealist
perspective, were towards a reorientation of Gerfeaeign and security policy.
However, in contrast to such expectations, Germagidn and security policy since
reunification has been marked by a high degreeonofiruity and some moderation
at the same time. Since 3 October 1990, Germanyekascised considerable
restraint in its foreign and security policy decrss and actions. On the one hand, the
country has continued to stress cooperative apprivaits security policy through a
strong reliance on international institutions. CGang to the expectations that
Germany could allow its previous alliances to lapsdias sought to maintain its
previous alliances while trying to create and gsitken other European security
frameworks to foster stability and cooperationha tontinent. On the other hand, it
has continued to underpin the use of non-militastruments to provide the security
of the country, wherever possible. Within this @} it is no surprise to see that
Germany has been an outspoken advocate of all yjpasms control agreements
and has done more than any other country to proraotke support political and

economic reform in the former communist countrie€entral and Eastern Europe.

As stated in the White Book 2006, the overall rarlt capabilities of the
country have declined considerably and Germandarand security policy-makers
have shown no interest in the acquisition of nuclesapori. In this sense, contrary
to the initial fears, Germany has acted with littleore assertiveness or self-
consciousness (maybe to be termed as self-awajeine®e field of foreign and
security policy since reunification when comparedts$ policy record of the Cold
War period. Even, as will be reflected in the fallng chapters, German political

leaders have consciously refrained from the role wéditional great power.

33 White Paper (2006), op. cit., p.23 and p.36
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The argument of continuity does not mean that theree not occured some
noteworthy adjustments in German foreign and sBcupolicy since the
reunification. As the neorealist approach foresthe, changes in the international
system and conditions necessitated some policysadgnts for Germany. The most
significant one is that Germany has become inang@siinvolved in international
peace missions in places called “out of area”,téngtories not covered by NATO
area. However, it has to be mentioned that thegartliees or adjustments have been
highly consistent with Germany’s overall approachthe concept of security,

especially its multilateral character.

The departures or adjustments may at the firstt §gbm to be coinciding
with the expectations of the neorealist approacbhwéver, as the foreign and
security policy record of Germany has been charaet® by continuity and
restraint, this record does not fit easily withire theorealist theory. It is due to the
fact that neorealism strongly emphasizes the iateynal distribution of power and
suggests substantial, even menacing change, folijpwihe change in the
international system or power distribution. Althbugome sort of assertiveness or
self-consciousness seems to be existing in theseoalr policy, Germany’s record
does not coincide with increased unilateralism tiedrealist theory expected due to
the country’s enhanced capabilities and the greatmn for maneuver the country
has enjoyed since the dissolution of the Sovietobrand the reunification of the

country.

In line with the above-mentioned inconsistency, $wcial Theory of
International Politics Alexander Wendt formulated three kinds of maeel
systemic structures to replace the neorealist @gproThe first is the Hobbessian
which entails orientation of the self towards thbeo with the subject position of
enemy. In Hobbessian understanding, adversariesnabsno limits to violence
towards each other. The second is the Lockean appran which the subject

position is rival. Rivals are competitors who case wiolence to advance their
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interests. However, violence has limits and membelisrefrain from killing each
other. The third is the Kantian in which the subjgosition is friend. In this
understanding, parts develop common values, all@se together, do not use
violence towards each other and take a commoniposigainst the aggressor

Whatever position is taken, the common thing irs¢hthree views is that in
the formulation of foreign and security policy whatimportant is not only how a
state perceives the outside world and construdsidéntity (and accordingly
formulates its policy), but also how it is percalvay other states. Thus, foreign and
security policy becomes a process of mutual coostmy, in which the
systemic/structural and domestic/internal factoreract and play a crucial role.
Within this context, from Wendt’'s dictum that “anhy is what states make of it”,

the system or policy is what the states constriitt o

The interplay of various factors makes the conadphational security a
highly contested concept. Even at the height ofGbé&d War period, although the
analysts argued that the concept of security haehdbeen cast too narrowly in
purely military terms, it was described as an “agnbus symbof®. During the Cold
War and before, security was primarily defined iitary terms and was concerned
primarily with the national security of the termi@ state. In an anarchical
international system — that refers to the absenice degitimate international
authority — states were responsible for their oecusty and the only reliable means
to guarantee their own security was the militaryveo The position of smaller
states necessitated alliances with or securityaguees from larger powers, whereas
the great powers regarded the balance of powéreakety mechanism for status quo

and providing security in the international system.

% Wendt, AlexanderSocial Theory of International Politic€ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999, pp. 247-250

% Wolfers, Arnold,Discord and Collaboration: Essays on Internatiofallitics, Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1962

30



In this understanding, security referred to theeabe of threat or the
capability to deter the threat primarily througHitary means. Thus, increases in the
military power have been sought to increase segcbsitlowering the possibility of
defeat. Such military preperations, although longrihe probability of defeat, may
raise the probability of war by provoking the othseide. This has been
conceptualized as the security dilemma which Robemtis defines as a situation in
which “the means by which a state tries to incretssgecurity decreases the security
of others®,

The way to overcome the security dilemma was foumdhtegration and
creating collective/multilateral structures to emt® (security) cooperation. The
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of thast-West conflict led the
discussion to the formulation of a European seguanichitecture, in which the focus
was on the need to go beyond the above-mentioaéditmal Cold War focus on
military power and territorial defense. The primgagal has become to develop new
structures and relations that avoid realpolitik rapphes to security and reduce the
possibilities of the emergence of new security rditeas. The new architecture
would be designed to promote cooperation among riembers; facilitate
communication and provide information; develop camnnprinciples, norms and
rules; constrain aggressive behaviour; and prowdeasis for collective action,

conflict prevention, crisis management, and theeka resolution of the disputés

% Jervis, Robert, “Cooperation Under the Securitie@ma”, World Politics Vol.30 (January 1978),
p.76

3" Keohane, Robert O., Nye, Joseph S. and Hoffmaanl&t (eds.)After the Cold War:
International Relations and State Strategies indper, 1989-1991Cambridge: Harvard University
Press,1993, p.2
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The new architecture seems to be coinciding withl Keeutsch’s security

community:

A security communityis a group of people that has become
“integrated”. By integration we mean the attainmentthin a
territory, of a “sense of community” and of institns and practices
strong and widespread enough to assure... dependapéstations
of “peaceful change” among its population. By seokeommunity
we mean a belief... that common social problems ranst can be
resolved by processes of peaceful change [th#te$,assurance that
members will not fight each other physically, buil wgettle their
disputes in some other wiy

A security community involves not only the abserafewar but, more
importantly, the absence of the military optiorthe interactions of states within the
security community. In pluralistic security commiies such conditions can hold
even among a set of independent, nonamalgamated.stde conditions for these
security communities are: compatible values forrtteember states; that states must
be relevant to each other and mutually respongivigeia can be assessed by the

level of communication, consultation, and transattiand shared identity

The end of the East-West conflict did not onlyrtstae questioning of the
state behaviour, but also set forth the necesditgomceptual redefinition and
enhancement. As the nature of international syséewmh security is undergoing
dramatic developments and which in turn necessitate more conceptually
sophisticated set of analytical tools, traditioapproaches to security become less

capable to deal with the new security agenda biysedves.

To argue that the issue of territorial defensedsmore a primary issue or

objective for the state is a statement that isitioary. However, while states will

% Deutsch, Karl (et al.Rolitical Community and the North Atlantic AreRrinceton: Princeton
University Press, 1957, p.5

% Gartner, Heinz, Hyde-Price, Adrian and ReitercErEurope’s New Security Challenges
Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2001, p.4
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continue to pay attention to territorial defensieo security challenges are likely to
demand greater attention. The new security agenda be filled by the issues of
human rights, political stability and economic depenent, environmental
degradation, social issues, cultural and religiegremism, migration, drug

tafficking and the spread of weapons of mass detsbru

In such a complex conjuncture a comprehensive itiefinof security is
needed. However, the key problem is to define ateiéeria for specifying what is
and what is not a security problem. The lack oetadf criteria and an expanded
definition may cause the loss of intellectual ceimee in the concept of security. In
this sense, the increasing importance of the ndianyi dimension of security
seems to pose a serious obstacle to security stifdieis to remain an analytically
rigorous discipline. In addition, it poses diffitiek for the nation states and specific
ministries in defining the threats and determinthg jurisdiction of the specific

ministries if they are to formulate sound policies.

The above mentioned complexity deepened with tite & the Cold War
bipolarity, the broadening and deepening of theogeian integration process (that is
institutionally embodied in European Union), ané timeven impact of the deep-
seated and far-reaching processes of globalizagioth regionalization that are
shaping the structural dynamics of the global sysfEhese processes have profound
implications for international security, and for i@&an foreign and security policy.
Thus, there are a variety of factors that are yikel be important determinants of
foreign and security policy in a wide range of isgis. However, for analytical
purposes and coherence of the study, these fagitirbe grouped into two broad
categories: the factors associated with Germanytereal environment and its

position in the international system and the fextesiding within the state itself.

Actually, this purposeful selection is a reflectioh the general academic
tendency, but with a prominent difference: Traditily, scholars of international

relations have aimed to explain national foreigwl @ecurity policy in two most
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common ways. The realist tradition looks at thdestainternational environment

and asks how it shapes the state behaviour. Thee stholars focus on the domestic
sources of policy and policy-making process. Ings doubt that both approaches
have greatly contributed to the analysis and exgtlan of foreign and security

policy. However, while focusing on one aspect, maithas set forth an analysis
capable of explaning the other aspects of polidyusl a comprehensive analytical
perspective that integrates the multidimensionpkets and determinants of foreign
and security policy that reside at the internatidremework and at the domestic
setting through taking ideational, material and tiingonal factors into

consideration, is the primary concern of this study

As German foreign and security policy is shapednitiple components
and numerous factors shaping them, giving a coneépind practical framework to
explain the policy record and the rhetoric behine policy-making process, is not
an easy task. In order to have a better understgrahd explanation of German
foreign and security policy, this conceptual andcgical framework will be based
on realist, neorealist and constructivist approached the concepts they use in
explaining international relations. This is duetiie fact that realist, neorealist and
constructivist factors coexist in German foreignd asecurity policy. While
explaining this coexistence and conceptual framkwdohn S. Duffield and his
World Power Forsakef will assist the study. In his book, Duffield panout a
variety of powerful influences that have militatedjainst sharp and possibly
destabilizing departures from the pre-reunificatstatus quo. The first set of these
influences are located at the level of the inteomatl system or Germany’s external
environment. Even some of these factors are cemsistith the neorealist theory if
it is broadened to include features of the inteomatl environment other than the

distribution of power, such as the political rhat@and values of the nearby states.

Regarding the sources of continuity and restrawmb, major factors, which

do not fit in the neorealist proposition, have ® $tressed in this point: At the

0 Duffield, John S.World Power ForsakerGalifornia: Stanford University Pres, 1998
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international level, German foreign and securitjigyohas been greatly shaped by
the dense network of European security institutionsvhich Germany has been
enmeshed. This has affected the policy-making ohfaay in two ways; on the one
hand, they have placed concrete constraints on s@mects, especially Germany’s
military posture. On the other hand, they have pled Germany with valuable

opportunities for addressing security concerns aihérwise pursuing its national
interests, which have served to channel Germangiorand security policy in

predictable and non-threatening directin§Vhether it is done with this motive or
not, a simple cost/benefit analysis sets forth:tidthough it may not be fully

satisfactory from the German perspective, insbtdlized cooperation with other
countries has continued to offer Germany greaterme at less cost than a unilateral

and much more assertive policy course would haslelgd.

The other important factors can be found in the etio setting of German
foreign and security policy. In addition to the djuig and constraining effects of the
Europe and international-wide institutions wherer@my takes part, the country’s
distinct post-World War 1l security culture thatshaot changed much following the
end of the Cold War and the reunification of theirtoy, reinforces the idea of
continuity and restraift German political and academic elite in particuberd
German society in general sustain a well-definedo$§fundamental beliefs and
values having crucial implications on the foreigmasecurity policy rhetoric and
policy formulation. These values can be claimed deep skepticism about the
appropriateness and utility of using military foioeexternal relations, a pronounced
preference for multilateral over unilateral actiarfervent desire to be perceived as a
reliable partner, and a strong aversion to assumilggadership role in international

security affair§’.

“1 Duffield, John S. (1998), op. cit., p.5

2 Miiller, Harald, “German Foreign Policy After Uriifition” in Stares, Paul B., edhe New
Germany and the New Eurgp&/ashington D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 199p,161-62

43 Duffield, John S. (1998), op. cit., p.5
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The non-militarist and multilateralist security wuke has become a
determining component of Germany’s security polayd in larger context, political
culture. Though the use of force within a multitatecontext and for humanitarian
reasons is not totally neglected, the civilian onimilitary instruments of foreign
and security policy have been upheld, and the émibe of the European security
institutions on German politics has been enhankesligh this culture. As a result,
German policy-makers have consistently acted tckwath institutional rules and
through institutional channels. Therefore, it ist morprising that Germany has

favoured to strengthen the existing internationatitutions.

The following part of the study will deal with caderations and factors
shaping German foreign and security policy locatethe international and domestic

levels.

2.1 The International Setting

As comes with the concept itself, internationabtieins as a discipline is
primarily concerned with the actions and interatsioof the states in the
international system. Therefore, it is the mostidalystep to start the foreign and
security policy analysis with the international tswf. As neorealists (structural
realists) mention, the international system shdpesgn policy of states by placing
constraints on state behaviour. The internatiopsiesn is the source of any state’s
foreign and security policy concerns and providecimanisms or channels to deal
with these concerns, such as international orgéarmor alliances. In dealing with
the sources and determinants of the state behauioene is a diversity of views

focusing on different aspects of the state behaviand its international
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determinants. Among these determinants in thenatemal system or international

setting, the first one this study will be concermethternational structure.

2.1.1 International Structure

The realist school formulated its views in reactiorthe liberal utopians of
the 1920s and 1930s. Realists regard power pobltices necessary and endemic
feature of all types of relationships among theesemgn states. The states are
presented as the primary actors and basic unisalfysis, whose behaviour can be
understood rationally as the pursuit of power copteaized to be the primary
component of the national interest. In this sestses are defined to make similar
choices on specific issues, and their foreign aewisty policies are shaped, even
determined, by the security-related goals of savand autonomy in a self-help

system.

Realists argue that inter-state behaviour occursamn environment of
ungoverned anarchy that makes states seek to nzxitheir utility and make
choices among alternative policies on the basisosf-benefit calculations. This is
the basic reason that realists draw attention éoréfality of conflict in international
relations and to the lessons to be learnt froncydical and recurrent patterns.
Being the first to offer such a comprehensive antofithe practice in connection to

theory, realism is considered by many as the foumwka theory of the discipline.

Accepting the realist premises on the characteozaif state (that presents
state as a sovereign, rational and unitary actod) the international system (an
anarchical system within which states seek to mepartheir power capabilities for
survival — in this self-help system, the structypalver relations between states and

the existence of conflict as a real factor withigyatem characterized by struggle for
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power), neorealists aim to bring a systemic apgrdacthe study of international
relations. The basic difference comes out with m@ge the sources of these
premises. Whereas the traditional realists argae plower and the struggle for
power is rooted in the nature of states seekingiwlr (based on the realist
considerations on human nature), neorealists fonuble anarchical condition of the
international system that imposes the accumulatibnpower as a systemic
requirement on states. In this sense, neorealises dmeyond the actions of
individual states and treats the international eystas a separate domain that
conditions the behaviour of constituent statesubhoits structur®. Thus, through
depicting an international political system as al@hwith structural and unit levels
at once distinct and connected, neorealism eskaslithe autonomy of international
system and makes a theory of it possible. In thiss, the premise that international
relations can be contextualized as a system withregisely defined structure
becomes neorealism’s fundamental departure froditivaal realisit>. In Kenneth
Waltz’'s own words, “neo-realism develops the conhcdé@m system'’s structure which
at once bounds the domain that students of intemelt politics deal with and
enables them to see how the structure of the systethvariations in it, affect the
interacting units and the outcomes they produce’tanough this conception Waltz
points out that “international structure emergesnirthe interaction of states and
then constrains them from taking certain actionglevbropelling them toward
others®®. Through this understanding, the structure ofsystem becomes system-
wide component that differentiates neorealism froolassical realism and the
structure appears to be the central concept totldiesl and explained by the

neorealist approach

44 Burchill, Scott, “Realism and Neo-Realism” in Bhil, Scott (et al)Theories of International
Relations New York: Palgrave, 2001, p.90

45 Waltz, K. N., (1990), op. cit., pp.27-28

“% Ibid., pp.27-28

4"Waltz, K. N.,Theory of International PoliticsMlassachusetts: Addison-Wesley, 1979, p.101
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In the above-mentioned sense, the structuralistoagp of neorealism
focuses on the constraining characteristic of timernational system and
international structure on state behaviour, the waucture shapes foreign and
security policy and national interests of a staiethe purpose of this study, German
foreign and security policy and Germany’s natiomdérests. In this regard, the
several centuries-long anarchic arrangement ofinternational system that has
enabled the organizing principles of self-help dimel need for security, direct the
efforts of states towards national policies seelgagvival in the system. Thus, the

structure forces all states to cope with this stmad principlé®.

Kenneth Waltz distinguishes between structureshamdnalysis is concerned
with one particular aspect of the internationaltesys This is to say that the
neorealist approach of Waltz treats and analyzespiblitical dimension of the
international system as distinct from the economagial or other aspects of the
international system. Thus, Waltz's neorealist apph confines itself to the
political realm and focuses on international pcditistructure. However, it will be
misleading to argue that the entire neorealist raadist explanation of foreign and
security policy is completely coloured by powermstural factors. The geographical
context, the proximity of powerful adversaries dhd types of military capabilities
the states possess have crucial impact on theypolaking process. Whether states
can and do acquire defensive or offensive milizagabilities shapes the behaviour
of the states, although the consequences vary deygeon the relative advantages
of defensive and offensive military postufesEven, classical realists such as
Morgenthau consider the character and internal gotegs of other states as
determinants of foreign and security policy of @et Whether the states are seeking
to preserve international political and territorséhtus quo or they seek to revise the

settled order is considered to have great impoetanc

8 Tayfur, M. Fatih, “Systemic-Structural Approach@gorld-System Analysis and the Study of
Foreign Policy” METU Studies in Developmeifol.27 No.3-4, 2000, p.10

9 Posen, Barry RThe Sources of Military Doctrine: France, Britaimnd Germany Between the
World Wars New York: Cornell University Press, 1984, pp.3-6
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From all these, the international structure (withgolitical, geographical and
other realms) shapes the foreign and security ypadtc the state. Primarily, it
determines the nature of the security problemsate shay face and their sources,
whether they stem from the internal instabilityngighbouring states, the aggressive
intentions or actions of expansionist powers, orpty the mere existence of states
with offensive military capabilities. Thus, the embational structure affects the
policy mechanism in both ways, namely determinimg $ources and responses of
the process: On the one hand, it determines thaitodg and the immediacy of the
problems, on the other hand, it shapes the forthefesponses the state will enable

to pose the problem.

The following part of the chapter deals with intianal institutions that
have been instrumental in the above-mentioned nac@b influence of international
setting and international structure. Through camstng policies of states with
institutional affliations and values, and providingechanisms for states to pursue
their interests, international institutions plagraminent role in shaping foreign and

security policy of a state, for this study, of Gamy.

2.1.2 International Institutions

Although it will be discussed in detail later (thgh German considerations
and policy practices vis a vis and in internationeganizations), the role of the

international institutions that has a crucial siigaince on the foreign and security of

Y Morgenthau, Hans JPolitics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power &wehce New York:
Knopf, 1966, pp.39-40.
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a state, even greater in case of Germany, needs tmentioned here for the
coherence of the conceptual framework. It is néftadilt to observe that the realist
perspective, which is mainly motivated to study tbke and distribution of power,
pays little attention to the role of internatiomalv, treaties, regimes, organizations
and institutions. As institutionalist thinkers bugs Stephen D. Krasner and Robert
O. Keohane point out, international institutionsynireve influence on foreign and
security policy of states. They argue that likeernational structure, international
institutions can shape, and even, alter the ineestthat sovereign, rational and

unitary states face in the external environment.

The international institutions can influence theefgn and security policy of
the states through three mechanisms: Internatiomsltutions may effectively
control the state behaviour through treaties; regimnd other types of agreements;
and norms and rules. These mechanisms are specfafine the actions that states
are expected to legitimately make or unmake urntteedetermined conditions. Many
aspects of the foreign and security policy (suclrasament-disarmament, customs

and conventions of war) are regulated by the imtéonal institutiond-

Even though the act of constructing internationakchanisms and working
within the international institutions imposes ragions on the freedom of states,
there are satisfactory reasons for states to comjly the rules of international
institutions. Most of the states tolerate some sbrtonstraint on their actions and
decisions to exploit the opportunities provided tme international institutions
because disregarding institutional rules may reskpprdizing the useful instruments

of policy for the states.

There are three most important ways the internatiorstitutions are more
likely to effect state behaviour: First, complianoey foster compliance by other
parties, to the institutions, effectively confegirm degree of control over their

military capabilities, or it may enhance a stategutation, resulting in lower levels

*1 Duffield, John S. (1998), op. cit., p. 18
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of mistrust and a greater willingness on the pérmtbers to cooperate on specific
issues. The means for enforcing compliance is wealeven non-existent in some
institutions, but the violation of rules and obligas is not cost-free. This non-
compliance with the rules and obligations may resula reduced reputation in

trustworthiness, the enmity of other states, oiirthygosition of punitive sanctioffs

Secondly, through providing valuable opportunities addressing security
concerns, and thus, pursuing national interestgriational institutions provide
another channel to shape the state behaviourtutistial channels established by
these organizations, may reassure the states #muthers’ intentions, and thus,
may reduce tension and mistrust by predictables dtahaviour. With the help of
international institutions, states may achieve ssawirity goals at less cost or more
effectively. As in the case of Germany, alliancedhance the security of states
against the external threats and may permit themaimtain smaller military forces.
In the same manner, arms control agreements mag glanstraints on states and
provide information about other states’ activitesd capabilities, and thus, may
enable states to forgo the acquisition of certaiiitary capabilities and other

destabilizing actions.

Thirdly, international institutions may become aus® of pressure for states
to adopt certain policies. By joining an institutja state may assume obligations to
take actions in some contingent circumstances ithaherwise might not wish to
take by itself, such as providing assistance to am#her even at the risk of being

drawn into war’.

*2 bid., p.18
%3 |bid., p.19

42



2.2 The Domestic Setting

To start the analysis of the foreign and securdljcy of a state through the
international setting may be the logical step, ibus not satisfactory by itself. As
mentioned earlier, the international system shagorgign policy of statesiia
constraints on state behaviour is the source ofstattg’s foreign and security policy
concerns and may also provide mechanisms or cletmeleal with these concerns.
International structure and institutions may sugggsecific guidance for state
decisions and actions, but state compliance isantamatic and state decisions in
other areas of foreign and security policy may bekihg. Thus, even if the
international setting offers some injunctions, etatio not always conform their
decisions and actions to those guidelines. This anagte disjuncture between the
national policy that might be prescribed and thahnbe pursued by a state in the
given international setting. Then it is no surptisat states which find themselves in
similar strategic conditions may act differently siates which can be in different

strategic conditions may act similarly.

As Peter Gourevitch made the point “The world setsstraints and offers
opportunities. The explanation of the variance imithhose limits... requires
analysis of internal politic§*. Historical, domestic political, economic and sbci
conditions can also have pressure on state desigsnwell as the international

setting, and thus, can shape the foreign and $gqugiicy decisions and actions of

> Gourevitch, Peter, “The International System aegdiRe Formation: A Critical Review of
Anderson and WallersteinGomparative PoliticsVol.10 No.3, April 1978, p.436
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the state. This makes the consideration of domesgiting necessary for a
comprehensive analysis of the state behaviour arekplain why states in similar
international conditions may behave differently amdy states may even act in
defiance of international structural and institnabimperatives.

In dealing with how the domestic factors and socaaiditions (constructivist
elements) shape the ends and means a country lffer study, Germany)
contextualizes its foreign and security policy tefide and pursue its national
interests, the ontological propositions and congptframework provided by

constructivism will be helpful.

Regarding the ontological propositions of condtuigm: The first one is
that to the extent that structures can be saidhtpes the behaviour of states or
individuals, normative or ideational structures gust as important as material
structures. Like the strong insistence of neortsali® the material structure of the
balance of military power and of Marxists on thetenial structure of the capitalist
world economy, constructivists argue that systerhshared ideas, beliefs and
values also have structural characteristics anyg #&xert a powerful influence on

actions and interactions of actors.

Secondly, constructivism proposes that understgndiow non-material
structures condition the identities of actors igpamant due to fact that identities
inform interests and actions. From the construstiyerspective, neo-realists and
neo-liberals are not interested in where prefererafeactors come from and they
only deal how they pursue these interests strattgiaVith such a perception, both
the domestic and international society are consttletrategic domains, places in
which previously constituted actors pursue thealgoplaces which do not alter the
nature or interests of these actors in any meanivgdy, for neo-realists and neo-
liberals. However, for constructivists understagdihow actors develop their
interests is key to explaining a wide range of éssuhat rationalists fail to

understand and explain. In order to do so, conwsts focus on the social
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identities of actors and follow the principle thatentities are the basis of

interests?®,

The third proposition contends that agents andcttres are mutually
constructed. Normative and ideational structurespshidentities and interests of
actors, but these structures would not exist wMvére not for the knowledgeable
practices of these actors. To explain this claitihan example Christian Reus-Smit
says, the international norms that uphold libeehdcracy as the dominant model
of statehood and license intervention in the nafeuman rights and the promotion
of free trade, just exist and persist through tloatioued practices of liberal

democratic staté’

In the same line with ontological propositions, JoRuggie asserts that
“Constructivism is about human consciousness antble in international life” and
for Ruggie constructivist premises may be outliasdollows: human interaction is
shaped primarily by ideational factors, not simgigterial ones; the most important
ideational factors are widely shared or “intersobye” beliefs those are not
reducible to individuals; these shared beliefs trocs the identities and interests of
purposive actoré. The ideational factors and social conditions fthdir place in
constructivist conceptual framework through idsntitulture and interest (as
explained in the introduction part) and these facere contextualized in this study

under the domestic setting that shapes foreigrsandrity policy of a state.

There may be identified two ways through which fbesign and security
policy of a state is shaped by the domestic setfliing domestic setting determines

the ability of a state to pursue different courgkaction to be called as the national

%5 Wendt, Alexander, “Anarchy is What States Makét:oThe Social Construction of Power
Politics”, International OrganizationVVol.46 No.2, 1992, p.398

*6 Reus-Smit, Christian, “Constructivism”, in Burdhibcott (et al);Theories of International
Relations New York: Palgrave, 2001, p.218

>’ Ruggie, J. G., “Together? Neo-utilitarianism ahe Social Constructivist Challenge”,
InternationalOrganization Vol.52 No.4, Autumn 1998, pp.855-858
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capacity. States sharing similar rankings in thermational distribution of power
may vary in their ability to support or implemerdrpicular type of policies due to
varying national capacities. Secondly, the domesdtting effects estimations of the
necessity, effectiveness, appropriateness, andatdddy of alternative policies, to
be considered as national predispositions. Thesgigpositions are used in a closer

manner with the concepts of national interestsrattbnal preferences.

Although the realist and neorealist studies idgntifernational setting as the
main mechanism for the determination and shapeh@$et national interests and
preferences, it is a fact that besides the intemnalt systemic conditions and as
constructivists set forth, domestic setting alsgypla crucial role during the process.
The domestic setting may vary temporally and cregsenally, even though the
international setting seems to be relatively stalite order to have a better
understading and explanation of domestic factorshenends and means of foreign
and security policy, the domestic setting will hadsed through national capacity
and national predispositions.

2.2.1 National Capacity

In democratic political systems, one can speakhode forms of domestic
factors shaping the national capacity, and thuddreign and security policy of the
state. First of all, national capacity refers te tbtality of material and immaterial
resources, available for policy activities. Econontechnological and demographic
conditions, like the number of people to serve he military and the level of
economic activity are the basic sources of theonati capacity. It is no doubt that

the strength of these resources effects the poegtign of state in the international
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system. However, as much as the internationalnggtthe level of resources affect
the policy choices of the states, such as thelityald produce nuclear weapons or

to improve conventional military capabilities nes&y for national defense.

Secondly, the ability of the state to mobilize andract resources from the
country to use for both domestic and external alitconcerns is one of the
determinants of the national capacity. Constitwtlprpolitical, economic and
administrative structures of the state determisextractive capacity. This capacity
may vary with the state’s authority and legitimaicycases where the consent of the

population is needed, as in the cases of taxatidrcanscription.

Thirdly, the existence of other domestic and exkiconcerns may cause
competing claims over the state resources. The aiseational resources for
domestic problems and social programs limits thewrhof resources to be used for

the implementation of foreign and security policyiens of state.

It can fairly be argued that many of the domesgtetminants of national
capacity are relatively stable and vary only slosser time. However, fluctuations
in the national economy and changess in the matmitof competing social
demands can be subject to sharp short-term sHAifigs, the ability of and the
policies pursued by the state may vary for domest@sons even the state’s position

in the international setting remains relativelybéta
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2.2.2 National Predispositions

The choice of a particular political community aeding the foreign and
security policy decisions is shaped by two basicrees when the national
predispositions are taken into consideration: itst 6ne is the sets of ideas relevant
to foreign and security policy those are widely rgldawithin the society or
particularly by the political elites. The other so& might be coming from the
national institutions’ effectiveness in the forntida of the policies.

a) ldeational Sources of National Predispositi¢idditical Culture

The most important source of national predispass#tiand thus the foreign
and security policy, of a particular society is jslitical culture. The concept of
“political culture” refers to the subjective andtesf unquestioned orientations
toward and assumptions about the political worlat ttharacterize the members of
the community in guiding and informing their belmur®.

Ronald L. Jepperson, A. Wendt and P. J. Katzensteenmore concerned

about the materialist tendency to remove politadture from the study of national

%8 Ebel, Roland H., Taras, Raymond and Cochrane, s&@meolitical Culture and Foreign Policy in
Latin America: Case Studies from the Circum-Cardofyédlbany: State University of New York
Press, 1991 pp.3-10; and Duffield, John S. (19898)cit., p.23
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security. For them, “materialists need not ignarkucal factors altogether. But they
treat them as epiphenomenal or at least secondarg,‘'superstructure’ determined
in the last instance by a material ‘base”. Howevdepperson, Wendt and
Katzenstein consider the concept of political ag@tiio be key to the study of
national security policies. They claim that “We ueg an approach to security that
does not assume that actors deploy culture anditigestrategically, like any other
resource, simply to further their own self-intes&%t Instead, interests are treated as
contingent upon the social environments from whiwdy derive meaning, by these
theorists. For them, “security environments in ethstates are embedded are in
important part cultural and institutional, rathéan just material”, and thus, they
look at these environments and interests of stdiesugh the lens of political
culture. In this sense, political culture is preserto refer both to a set of evaluative
standards, such as norms or values, and to cogrstandards, such as rules or
models defining what entities and actors exist system and how they operate and

interrelaté®,

While dealing with the political culture, it muse lset forth that the concept
is not dealt with in a monolithic manner. CharlelyTin his Coercion, Capital, and
European States AD 990-199%2ates that the character of state (the politadlre
and activities of state) depends on the functioeafnomy. The way and the ends
economic activity is used determines to what extést political culture of state
becomes coercion-intensive, capital-intensive qgpitabized coercion. Coercion-
intensive states, such as 19th century Germangnheenore central with high taxes
on people and ready for military activities. Instlgense, it might be argued that as
the state gets more involved in military activifiggs political culture is shaped by
coercion-intensiveness. Whereas in capital-intensitates, such as Great Britain,
the way the economy functions prevents a strongaestructure, and in these states
the taxes are lower and spread to longer periots. skate is involved more in

economic activities and military activity is limdeand thus, its political culture is

% Jepperson, R. L., Wendt, A. and Katzenstein, PLQB6), op. cit., p.38
% Ibid., p.33
49



shaped by capital-intensiveness. In states of algg@tl coercion, such as France,
there is an intermediate situation and politicaltwre is neither solely shaped

coercion-intensiveness nor capital-intensivenesly. defines this as:

Both the character and the weight of state activitgried
systematically as a function of the economy thavailed within a
state’s bondaries. Imwoercion-intensiveregions, rulers commonly
drew resources for warmaking and other activitrekind, through
direct requisition and conscription. Customs ancisxyielded small
returns in relatively uncommercialized economiad, the institution
of head taxes and land taxes created ponderows frsachines, and
put extensive power into the hands of landlordBage heads, and
others who exercised intermediate control overrgggdaesources. In
capital-intensiveregions, the presence of capitalists, commercial
exchange, and substantial municipal organizati@tsserious limits
on the state’s direct exertion of control over induals and
households, but facilitated the use of relativéficient and painless
taxes on commerce as sources of state revenuaedtig availability
of credit, furthermore, allowed rulers to spread tosts of military
activity over substantial periods rather than esting in quick,
calamitous bursts. As a result, states in thoseomsggenerally
created slight, segmented central apparatuses. eions of
capitalized coercionan intermediate situation prevailed: however
uneasily, rulers relied on acquiescence from bathdlbrds and
merchants, drew revenues from both land and traat thus created
dual state structures in which nobles confrontedut also finally
collaborated with financief§

Tilly's definition provides a valueable contributioto analyze political
culture through the means and ends the economigtaetsed. However, it may not
be enough to understand and define political celtihere are some other factors as
ingredients of political culture such as systemsbefiefs, values, patterns of
attitudes, mindsets and values. In this regardleiiming political culture, political
scientists mainly insist on three basic componetits: cognitive aspect includes

empirical and causal beliefs; whereas the evaleaspect insists on values, norms

%L Tilly, Charles,Coercion, Capital, and European States AD 990-1892don: Blackwell
Publishing, 1990, p.99
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and judgements; and the expressive component adts dmotional attachments,

patterns of identity and loyalty, and feelings fifraty, aversion or indifference.

Besides this, political culture has three importaharacteristics: First,
political culture is a property of collectivitiesther than simply of the individuals
who constitute the society. This necessitates asfon the beliefs and values shared
by most of the members of the community, if not ailits political elites rather than
the individual membef& Secondly, principally political cultures are asmd to be
distinctive. The political culture of one societyits political elite is not one to one
identical with that of another society. This qualibf the political culture is
significant in explaining the different politicalebaviours of the states those are
similarly situated in the international sysmThirdly, political cultures are
relatively stable when compared to the developmientise international system and
even within the society itself. As in the case @r@any, due to dramatic events and
traumatic experiences, significant adjustments llace required to discredit core
beliefs and values of the society may occur, buhastioned, these are not frequent.
The stability of the political culture is a reswt. First, alternative ideas are
relatively few and enjoy little support by the mesnb of the society. Second, it is
difficult to change the evaluative elements suchvakies, norms and moral
judgements. Third, potentially disconfirmable cdy® aspects of the policy can be

underestimated by the psychological phenomenoomsistency-seekiriy

As mentioned earlier, the role of the politicaltové in foreign and security
policy choices of the states has been underestimdie to the strength of the

strategic (culture) studies. However, shared altisuof the society may be crucial in

%2 Elkins, David J. and Simeon, Richard E. B., “A €ain Search of Its Effect, or What Does
Political Culture Explain?"Comparative PoliticsVol.11 No.2, January 1979, pp. 127-129

% pye, Lucian W., “Culture and Political Scienceolflems in the Evaluation of the Concept of
Political Culture” in Schneider, Louis and Bonje&@harles M. edsThe Idea of Culture in the Social
SciencesCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973,2{33

® Larson, Deborah W., “The Role of Belief Systemd 8chemas in Foreign Policy Decision
Making”, Political PsychologyVol.15 No.1, March 1994, p.25
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understanding and explaining the policy-making pesc Although the military
strategy is component and reflection of the bothitipal and strategic culture,
normative and effective components of the politmature shall not be disregarded,
in order to make a comprehensive analysis of theido and security policy of a
state. The components of the political culture lbargrouped into five. Whereas the
first three are more concerned with the subjedbiekefs of individuals rather than
shared or inter-subjective cognitive phenomenayé¢h@aining two can be presented
as the more formal and explicit categotiedhe first of these concerns is derived
from the world views or perception about the natared functioning of the
international system and state’s position vis athiss others in the system. Thus,
world views condition the range of issues to whiattention is devoted by
influencing what people notice in the external emwvment. In this sense, through
influencing the diagnosis of the political situait$y world views shape how foreign

and security policy issues are defined. As K. Boydnentions:

The people whose decisions determine the policnes actions of
nations do not respond to the “objective” facts tbé situation,
whatever that may mean, but to their “image” of Hiteation. It is
what we think the world is like, not what it is Hgalike, that
determines our behavidlir

In accordance with the nature of the state in gestaystem, the views and
perceptions that influence the diagnosis of thetipal situations and shape foreign
and security policy of the states are requiredttociure a complex and confusing

world in order to sustain its existefiteAs Boulding makes the point state perceives

% Duffield, John S. (1998), op. cit., pp.24-25

% Boulding, K. E., “National Images and InternatibBgstems” Journal of Conflict Resolutign
Vol.3 No.2, June 1956, p.120

" George, Alexander L., “The ‘Operational Code’: &dlected Approach to the Study of Political
Leaders and Decision-Makinghternational Studies QuarterJy/ol.13 No.2, June 1969, p.200
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the international system as it thinks what the esysts like. Thus, state ‘mind’ is
concerned with the questions of what are the praildieatures of the international
system; what are the possibilities of cooperatiod #he peaceful resolution of
conflicts, and thus, is conflict inevitable or asdable; regarding the intentions of
other states are they friendly or hostile, do thege threats or offer opportunities*.
The perception of the state (of the internatioyatem) and these questions lead the

state’s definition of itself and its position inetimternational system.

The second category is related to the matters eftity loyalty and
emotional attachments. These are related to thstigne of how strong the sense of
national identity is; if there are feelings of afty, aversion or indifference toward
other states; whether the members of the societytifg with and express loyalty

toward larger regional or global political entities

The third category aims to question a subset oktrauative component of
political culture and consists of the principal [goand values of political life and
asks what are the appropriate and desirable aimsatidnal foreign and security
policy; how should they be prioritized; in the mostmmon way what is the national
interest. On the one hand, some certain minimatpgoals follow from views the
people hold, and on the other hand, basic valugsastblish a range of ends that

policy might be designed to achieve.

The remaining two categories seem to have a maextdeffect on the
foreign and security decisions and actions of tlages The first one sets forth the
necessity of the causal beliefs to provide guiddaacechieve the preferred outcomes
in the case of uncertainty about the external enwrent. The questions to be asked
here are what are the likely consequences of ali@ecourses of action; will the
benefits of an action outweigh the costs; whictdkiof instruments are most useful

* Keith L. Shimko divides images of other states isik categories: their goals, objectives and
intentions; their underlying motives; their capdlas; their decision-making processes; their kkel
responses to one’s own policies; their images efawn state. For further information on state
perception and images see Shimko, Keithhages and Arms Control: Perceptions of the Soviet
Union in the Reagan AdministratipAnn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1991
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for achieving foreign and security policy goalsgdhe most crucial is how effective
the use of military force is. The view the peopl@dhdefine the framework of
possibilities for state action, and thus, the typé®ptions that states may use in
decision-making and implementing policies are ctboded.

The final category is more ethical and legalisttcunderlines the shared
norms regarding the appropriate political behaviowthat actions and policy
instruments are legitimate for achieving politigdals; what are the proper and
ethical forms of conduatis a visother states are the key questions. The norms and
values define the instruments and tactics thatcaresidered to be acceptable or

legitimate and place restrictions on the typesadicies to be implementéd

Political culture is likely to narrow the rangepdlicies to be implemented in
certain circumstances. In addition, political ctdtus a crucial factor in providing
continuity in political process against the rapidhanging conditions in the external
environment. As in the case of Germany following thunification, even in the case
of change in the international system, or partidylen the external environment,
decision makers insist on coping with the secysityblems in traditional ways* or
thay may continue to favour familiar approachesryng to address new security

concerns.

John S. Duffield mentions that policy decisions gditical actions of the
state are effected by the political culture in twmajor ways: First, the influence of
the political culture becomes stronger at times rwhige international setting is
characterized by relatively high levels of complgxuncertainty and ambiguity. In
such situations, the security problems facing ttetesare less clear and the
costs/benefits of alternative actions are less aissi In this sense, policy-makers
tend to more readily fall back on their pre-exigtimorld views and notions of the

% Duffield, John S. (1998), op. cit., pp. 24-25

* By traditional ways, it is meant here the demacyamultilateralist and civilian political culture
settled following the World War II.
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effectiveness of alternative policies. In additias, mentioned above, the political
culture provides continuity in political discouraed the settled elements of political
culture are less likely to be challenged by theadye arrival of discrepant

information about the external environment.

The second aspect | think resembles democratic ittomality. Political
culture, no doubt, finds explanation when the denisnaking, or in general policy
arena, is not under jurisdiction of one person emall group of people. As far as
the influence a single person or a small grouptexen political process is kept
limited, the policy is more likely to conform todlgeneral principles suggested by
the political culture and not be coloured by idiosatic beliefs and values.
Democratic control of the society provides broahdls in policy over long periods

and prevents specific and spontaneous actionsuneler high secreéy

Most of the studies, on foreign and security pekcof the states, within the
discipline of international relations, have undémeated the role of the political
culture. However, | think that political cultureags a significant role in foreign and
security policy choices of states. The sharedudtis of the society may be crucial
in understanding and explaining the policy-makimggess. As mentioned earlier,
the military strategy is a component and reflectbémhe both political and strategic
culture. However, normative and effective composeitthe political culture shall
not be disregarded in order to make a comprehersiadysis of the foreign and
security policy of a state because political cdtigr an ingredient of the framework
within which policy-making and implementation is dea

Political culture is a significant ideational soeiraf national predispositions,
but it is not the only one. The following part wileal with another source of

national predispositions; institutional sources.

% Duffield, John S. (1998), op. cit., pp.27-28
55



b) Institutional Sources of National Predisposision

Following the ideas related to political culturedathus foreign and security
policy of a state, the second basic source of natipredispositions is the national
institutions. Like its counterpart political culgyrnational institutions as the sources
of national predispositions assume continuity i® tholitical discourse. These
predispositions are the vestiges of the previodsiyinant policy-related ideas those
have been transmitted as the rules, missions aodeg@ures of policy-making
process and administrative structures within itroligh institutionalization, certain
values and principles may continue to constrainrémge of political decisions and

actions.

The constitution of a state may be one of the nragirtant institutional
sources of predispositions as it serves as therimgdaources of constraints and
imperatives. However, constitutions offer few egplior substatantive guidelines
and they may not decisively determine the politaigcourse. Thus, the institutions
acting under the central government’s authority eegponsible for the formulation

and implementation of policy seem to be the mogioirtant institutional sources.

Primarily, the organizational processes and opayapirocedures of these
institutions may act as lenses the policy-makingimeism perceives the outside
world and constrain the information to which demmsmakers are exposed. In
addition, these institutions delineate specifidgoinstruments and actions available
at a certain time. As Graham Allison explains ia #nalysis of the Cuban Misilse
Crisis “existing organizational routines for employ present physical capacities
constitute the range of effective choice open teegoment leaders confronted with
any problem™. Finally, the preferences of the bureaucracy anthes other
organizations responsible for policy-making and lengentation may play crucial

0 Allison, Graham T.Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missiiisi§; Boston: Little,
Brown, 1971, p.79
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role. These organizations generally act in the ctive of their organizational

character and may sometimes advocate policiessHrae their interests. Then, it is
no surprise that particular attention has been pgaidthe impact of military

organizations on the making of foreign and secypitljcy’™.

As mentioned earlier, this chapter tried to essabh conceptual framework
for this study for organizing the study to overcortiee complexity of issue
(difficulty of foreign policy analysis in an intestional system that is characterized
by uncertainty, unsustainablity, interdependenael eomplex web of interactions
together with involvement of various actors). Forcamprehensive analysis of
foreign and security policy of a country, both theernational and domestic settings
of the country must be analyzed. The analysis @rimational and domestic setting
is done through the coexistence of the conceptaahdwork provided by realism,
neorealism and constructivism. This stance is fie from the general academic
tendency in International Relations, within whidte tbiased thinking has coloured
the theoretical approaching. Mostly the analysteeHallowed the methodology of
selecting an approach and then aiming to explarfdbused issue through the lens
of the selected approach. This has caused a negldregard of other approaches.
Rather than providing a comprehensive and analyéinalysis of the issue under
focus, the strict choice-based studies have rerdane-sided and leaving aside the
strong points of other approaches, in the namehebrttical consistency, have

lacked capability of a better analysis of the issue

Rather than competing with each other, realistyedst and constructivist
perspectives and their conceptual frameworks angegtualized in a framework to
converge and coexist in analyzing German foreighsaturity policy. This is due to
the fact that all three approaches have capaBilitieaddressing and explaining the
issue. More clearly, factors they put forward haleeyed concerted and prominent
roles during the reconstruction process of Germational identity, in the larger

context, and in German foreign and security potlipking and making

"L Duffield, John S. (1998), op. cit., pp.29-30
57



specifically. The international setting (neorealfattors), with its international

structure and international institutions, has aprecal influence on German foreign
and security policy: On the one hand, it constraind shapes Germany’s foreign
and security policy interests (realist factors). @ other hand, it provides
mechanisms for Germany to pursue its national éster The domestic setting
(constructivist factors), with its national capgcind national predispositions, also,
shapes German foreign and security policy. As tthentity, culture (political

culture), norms and values shape consideratiors @nd means of German foreign
and security policy through the domestic settihg, analysis of domestic setting is
also crucial for the analytical capability of theeidy. To conclude, in this chapter,
the conceptual framework provided by realism, nalism and constructivism was
contextualialized through the international and detit settings. Then, this
conceptual framework will be reflected through Gamforeign and security policy

practices in the following parts of the study, stey with the latter.

The success of the study necessitates an anafygis foreign and security
policy-making process within the country as theoral institutions are the sources
of national predispositions and political cultuesd thus the foreign and security
policy of the country. In this sense, the followidigapter will deal with the process
of domestic interest formation and foreign polioyrulation for a comprehensive

analysis.
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CHAPTER 3

DOMESTIC INTEREST FORMATION AND FOREIGN
POLICY FORMULATION

This chapter will deal with the process of domestierest formation and
foreign policy formulation of Germany in order tave a better and comprehensive
understanding and explanation of German foreign aedurity policy. The
conceptual framework, set forth in the previousptlég necessitates and guides this
part of the study. Since the national institutiorese/are presented as the sources of
national predispositions, one of the pillars of tleenestic setting, the analysis of the
role of national institutions in foreign policy-mak and the role of policy-making
process on German foreign and security policy ¢aitgom, enables this study to be
more comprehensive and analytical. The implicatioh¢he structural change (the
end of Cold War and the process of globalizatiam)raerest formation and policy-
making process will be studied in this chaptenwilt be argued that although the
foreign and security policy-making process has bexanore complex with new
issue areas and involvement of new actors (speedliministries and non-
governmental actors), foreign policy is still ampary area of concern for Germany,
with the Foreign Office in charge. Moreover, themderatic control on policy-
making process, decentralization in German politsgstem and discontinuity in
domestic politics are presented among the sourteominuity for Germany to

sustain its civilian and multilateral foreign aretarity policy orientation.
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Actually, the process of increasing internationalegration through the
means of shared political values, common economyjstems, information
technologies and transportation networks, has heswerway for some time and
had/has attained dimensions which are implicatatienconcept of globalization. In
the existing state of the international system gngwnterdependence has become
one of the main characteristics of the internatiamraglobal system. Within this
international or global system, no state is anygérin a position to defend itself on
its own against the threats and dangers emanatorg political, economic and
socio-cultural problems. When these systemic tremdstendencies combined with
reunification and attainment of full sovereignty a@s existing territories, the
necessity for redefining its position in the intional system and the role its
foreign and security should play, became inevitétrésermany.

The transformation in the international system wagered with the end of
the East-West conflict. With the dissolution of tBeviet Union, the direct military
threats towards Germany disappeared. Howeverhtssnot eased the formulation
and implementation of foreign policy. It is liketigat the emerging new threats like
ethnic and religious conflicts, economic crisesjiemmmental degradation, problems
of migration and organized crime may pose a gresgager to stability and security.
Since the parameters of threat perception and isgeue to be adapted to the new
environment and conditions, so the analysis ofiforeand security policy and
policy-making process have to be analyzed in ameétentify and understand how a
country (for this study Germany) adjusts its poiliogking structure and institutions
to the new international structure and securityiremment. With these adjustments
in policy-making structure and institutions, foneigand security policy-making
becomes an area that shall not be restricted tangtéutions with which it is
traditionally associated. When the former Foreigmister Klaus Kinkel envisioned
the future role of the Foreign Service as to previervices to commerce and

business representatives, journalists and politician addition to the Service’'s
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traditional dutie&, he signaled some sort of structural adjustment®rieign and

security policy-making mechanism.

Through the transformation process, both in therimdtional system and
foreign and security policy-making structure, spézed ministries are also getting
involved in bilateral, multilateral and internatennetwork in addition to the
Foreign Service. Such a transformation in the falébreign and security policy has
brought about consequences for the policy-makingcgss and necessitated a
redefinition for the policy areas and actor invalva these areas: Whereas ‘foreign
policy’, by definition of the appropriate actorscbuas the cabinet, the chancellor
and the foreign ministry, serves the official ie®lis of the state as a whole; ‘external
relations’ refers to the totality of relations withe outside world that may be
maintained by other political and societal actpditical parties and interest groups,

which are not traditionally associated with forefplicy.

The above-mentioned necessity for redefinitionhef policy-making process
and institutions, and bifurcation between the fgmepolicy and external relations
has raised the question of the extent to whichaditional concept of national
foreign and security policy can be functional andcessful within an international
system that is characterized by complex interdepece] uncertainty and
unsustainablity. The emergence of new issues awdforens of threats in the post-
Cold War era combined with the broadening of paguditton in foreign policy by
various actors has made the policy-making procadkdr complex. It is a fact that
states continue to define the regulatory frameworkthese transnational and non-
state actors. However, transnational and non-sieters, whose decisions affect
foreign and security policy and whose activitieiraes have considerable domestic,
regional and international consequences have joitraditional actors and
institutions, dominant in foreign and security pgtmaking.

"2 Kinkel, Klaus, “Diplomat: ein Beruf ohne ZukunftDie Welt 12 November 1997
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Traditionally, foreign and security policy has bete only area without a
significant influential pressure group in Germairy.the domestic context, foreign
policy is not at the top of the list of prioritie$ social groups or public. However,
domestic problems in general and problems emanéting German reunification in
particular have tied up a major portion of the teses to be used for state activity.
Thus, whenever foreign policy decisions entail ficial costs, domestic debates on
foreign policy priorities follow and in such casdemestic policy has the upper
hand®. In this sense, in order to be successful, forgigiicy must be based on a
broad public consensus. This necessity, emanatorg tliscontinuity in domestic
politcs and providing democratic control, shapeg ttlecisions of German
governments on foreign and security policy. As waes case during the debate on
the introduction of the single European currenoyeign policy issues have same
potential for domestic conflict which can in theddimit the margin of manoeuvre
of the government. Given Germany’s changed rokbéninternational system, it has
become just as important to take stock of theg#utisns and resources as it is for
policies to adapf.

In order to have a better and comprehensive uratetisty and explanation
of German foreign and security policy, there is tieeessity to make an analysis of
the foreign and security policy-making process.sTinecessitates an analysis of the

structural change in foreign and security policyking process:

a) In terms of structural change, changes in iatgwnal system or setting take the
first place. Since the international setting is rampry source for the state to
formulate its foreign and security policy (througteating the environment for the
state to identify its interests, forms of threatsqd to its security and forms of

responses it can exercise to tackle with theseathrand pursue its interests),

3 Haftendorn, Helga, “Aussenpolitische Prioritateml tHandlungsspielraum: ein Paradigma zur
Analyse der Aussenpolitik der Bundesrepublik Defised”, Politische Vierteljahresschriftyol.30
No.1, 1989, pp.32-33

™ Eberwein, Wolf-Dieter and Kaiser, Karl, “Acadenftesearch and Foreign Policy-Making” in
Eberwein, Wolf-Dieter and Kaiser, Karl (eds3ermany’s New Foreign Policy: Decision-Making in
an Interdependent WorldNew York: Palgrave, 2001, p.7
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changes in the international structure necessitatansformation or adjustments in
the foreign and security policy-making process enstitutions to enable the state to
adapt the new international structure. With regarthe transformation or change in
the international structure, it is a fact that ¢hare new issue areas and new types of
actors in the international system, and thus, nam®rs and more policy areas

interrelated with the formulation of foreign anagety policy in Germany.

b) Parallel to the changes in the internationalicstre, adjustments in national
structures (triggered by the emergence of new iasei@s, new forms of threats and
new types of actors involved in foreign and segypitlicy process) are important as
well. Since other political and societal actorslitpal parties and interest groups
become more involved in the foreign and securitjcggrocess, and the domestic
concerns on the success and financial costs ofgforand security policy are
increasing, the bifurcation between the domestittip® and foreign and security
policy is becoming narrower. In this regard, théeinationalization of domestic

policy has become a critical issue.

Under the light of these considerations, it is farargue that with the
growing interdependence and interconnectednesay {Gérman interests abroad are
being pursued by many actors both within and oat$iee Federal Government. In
addition to this, government policy has become exttbjo extreme pressure and
greater requirement for justification of policieadaactions. With the structural
reforms of 1998: 250 comparable units were createdcerned with foreign and
European policy matters; 68 operative units weeated for specific countries and
subjects. Moreover, for the year 2000, DM 11.18dril was allocated to foreign
affairs and the Foreign Office received only oniedthAdditionally, as mentioned
above, with Article 23 of the Basic Law, 16 Landeve become more directly
involved in European integration process; each Laasl office in Brussels with a
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total of 137 staff (summer 1999 statistics), of wh&7 were senior staff and

Germany’s Permanent Representation to EU compai68 senior staff.

Outside the directly responsible ministries, theldfal College for Security
Policy Studies (founded in 1992) aims: to incredsdogue between new and old
politicians and all institutions; provide suppox tGerman companies in the
international arena; create international competenc awareness of long-term
national interests, which requires an awarenes#istbry and development in
international environment. In terms of internatibo@mpetence, the Foreign Service
and the Ministry of Defense have systematic apgroatiereas the other ministries
and actors are more specialized and cannot readtibke system — no specialized
training for work with an international dimensidn. addition, the Federal College
that is one of the five teaching groups of the FaldéAcademy of Public
Administration, at the Federal Ministry of Interios advanced in international and
supranational cooperation. Also, the Post-Graduashool of Administrative

Sciences, in Speyer, offers a specialized Europeagration programn{&

c) The adjustments in foreign and security policgking process and the narrowing
bifurcation between domestic politics and foreigml aecurity policy, triggered by
the changes in the international structure, briogé the third aspect of the
adjustment in foreign and security policy structu@encerns on the respective roles

of various actors in policy-making process.

The following part of the chapter deals with théesoof various actors in
foreign and security policy-making process, witlpramary concern on how the

authority is shared in this area by these actors.

SVon Ploetz, Hans-Friedrich, “New Challenges fa Boreign Service”, in Eberwein, Wolf-Dieter
and Kaiser, Karl (eds)Germany’s New Foreign PoliciNew York: Palgrave, 2001, pp.70-73

® Ibid., pp.73-74
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3.1 The Authority Sharing

Who or what is the actual vehicle for the conduictapeign policy is not
clearly stipulated in the German Basic LawApart from the Article 73 which states
that ‘the Federation shall have exclusive legig&jurisdiction in respect of foreign
affairs’, the competence in this area is not speallfy allocated. Actually, the
Bundestag has various functions in German politeyatem: It has the overall
political responsibility vis-a-vis the electoratehereby the election and support of a
workable government, as well as the control of goweent can be stated as its
primary tasks. In addition, a central function lod parliament is to ensure a majority
capable of governing the country, and in this sepsavides a central prerequisite
for the state’s ability to act in foreign policy.olever, although the Bundestag is
legally entitled to do so, it is not able to exsecits function regarding the issue due
to the close link between the government and theiapgentary majorit{f.
Therefore, the debate over whether formulation anglementation of foreign
policy is the sole responsibility of the executimeis a competence to be exercised
jointly by both the executive and parliament is ebate raised in Germany on

different occasions.

The case is complex even within the executive fitSehe distribution or
share of responsibility among the traditional ingions of foreign policy — the
Federal Chancellery, the Federal Foreign Office thed=ederal Ministry of Defense
— is fluid. However, although the burden-sharing arerarchical relationship within
the executive is not clearly determined by the Garroonstitution, it is affected

both by the historical precedent and the persoeslihose holding the office. The

" Grewe, Wilhelm G., “Auswartige Gewalt”, in Isensdesef and Kirchof, Paul, edslandbuch des
Staatsrechts der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, VoDks Handeln des Staateldeidelberg: Mdller,
1988, p.921

8 Krause, Joachim, “The Role of the Bundestag im@er Foreign Policy”, in Eberwein, Wolf-
Dieter and Kaiser, Karl (edsGermany’s New Foreign PoliciNew York: Palgrave, 2001, p.158
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prevailing view is that the chancellor “rules theost”®. With Article 65 of the

Federal constitution chancellor is given the rigbt determine general policy
guidelines and with Article 64 he/she is vestedhwite power to appoint and
dismiss ministers. If to mention again, the extentvhich the chancellor exercises
his/her constitutional authority and uses it fondocting a consistent foreign policy
depends on factors such as his/her personalityistarial appointments, coalition
maintenance and party cohesion. This style of gowent has given rise to the
notion of ‘chancellor democracy’ that is both atbigcal phenomenon and a
structural element of constitutional-political sst established by the Basic Law, in

the German political system and foreign and segputicy discours®.

In the above-mentioned regard, the chancellor nesnthe most influential
and important actor in the field of foreign andw#y policy in principle. Moreover,
the particularistic interests of various ministrieave strengthed his/her position.
The vague definition of the Article 65 enables ttiegncellor to take personal
initiative and control important issues. Howevehaweges in the international
structure (new issue areas and new actors in tleenational system) make the
chancellor remain dependent on specialized knowlexfgvarious ministries. Thus,
coordination among the ministries becomes the mggek of the chancellor in

practicé”.

Besides determining the policy guidelines, Chanocels the supreme
commander of armed forces in ‘state of defensapaoasible for external security
and national defense, takes final political decisicand coordinates ministries
(mainly through the Federal Security Council — Besglcherheitsrat: BSR). In the
1980s the positions of the chancellor, foreign detense ministers seemed to be

more balanced. However, during the 1990s Chancblbaame dominant and the

" Maunz, Theodor (et al.5rundgesetz Kommentaviunich: Beck, Article 65, LFG. 32 October
1984

8 Siwert-Probst, Judith, “Traditional InstitutionsRoreign Policy”, in Eberwein, Wolf-Dieter and
Kaiser, Karl (eds.)Germany’s New Foreign PolicjNew York: Palgrave, 2001, pp.19-20

& Ibid., p.33
66



case was so in the Schroder Cabinet. Under Chaneditadership, BSR acted/acts
as a cabinet committee for security affairs. Itetakdecisions for the Federal
Government or makes suggestions to cabinet. BS®sjgonsible for external and
internal security. Participants of BSR include: @¢ellor, foreign minister,
ministers of interior, justice, finance, economiocsgonomic cooperation and
development, defense and chief of staff of Bundésw&hancellor decides on the
agenda and when it should convene. Ministries a0, request a BSR meeting but
whether BSR would convene or not depends on thghwvef minister. It is argued
that BSR was a crucial institution during the CW@l@dr but its importance decreased
since the end of the East-West conflict. Howevhkis is not the case: Coalition

agreement of Schroder Government envisaged inaggmlitical significance of
BSR?,

3.2 The Foreign Service and Its Changing Tasks

The UN currently has 192 members, with the OSCEnga6 participating
states and NATO and EU having 26 and 27 membepecasely; since the World
War Il more than 300 international and supranatiamganizations have acquired
prominent role in providing international coopeoati balancing interests and thus
maintaining international order; over 10 000 nongromental organizations, active
in transnational relations, interface between fygrgdolicy and citizens and play an
important role in bringing foreign policy closerttte public; over 40 000 companies

whose turnover are greater than the GDP of mediaed<countries, have become

8 Riihl, Lothar, “Security Policy: National Structsrand Multilateral Integration”, in Eberwein,
Wolf-Dieter and Kaiser, Karl (eds@&ermany’s New Foreign PoliciNew York: Palgrave, 2001,
pp.104-107
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significant players on the international stage; mednd modern information
technology have become tools of increasing intéwnat integration and increase in
the amount of information available to the pubtagional cooperation has increased
both in quantitative and qualitative ways, and thaene of the intergovernmental
elements of countries have been transferred intor@anity level that has effected
the constitutional structure of member countrieduding aspects related to foreign

and security affaifs.

During this prominent era of increasing intercortedness and
interdependence, Germany has relieved of limitatiower its sovereignty and
became a player in international politics with fgnt-reaching responsibilities. This
has been in concert with the developments calle@rassnational politics’, and
interdependence in wider context, the developmitraitshave been reinforced by the
end of the Cold W&f. The transnational movements among societies ghronade,
direct investment, financial movements, the mopibif people and free flow of
ideas and information have grown rapidly. This asught certain amount of
authority for the actors that have brought comptetworks of interdependencies
and new vulnerabilities. Such a compexity makedifficult for states to influence

the developments and conditions, and nearly imptessd control them entirely.

Germany is a country whose export form a quarteitofgross national
product, and through the Schengen Agreement tlaides open borders among the
signatory states, German society is greatly infteenby developments in other
countries. When these factors are taken into ceralidn, it is fair to argue that
although the political objectives and priorities@érmany must be based on its own
interests, it is compelled to incorporate withie thefinitions of its own interests the

interests of other countries whose welfare, econcanid political stability are of

8 \Von Ploetz, Hans-Friedrich (2001), op. cit., pp72L

8 Kaiser, Karl, “Transnationale Politik: zu einerédtie der multinationalen Politik“, in Czempiel,
Ernst-Otto (ed.)Die Anachronistische Souveranitat: zum Verhaltiois innen- und Aussenpolitik
Cologne: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1969, pp.80-81; KarehRobert O., Nye, Joseph Bower and
Interdependence: World Politics in TransitidBoston: Little, Brown, 1977
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special concern for Germany. In this sense, eaehiazed ministry has de facto
become a foreign ministry for its respective sphireompetence. The case of the
Federal Ministry of Interior is striking. This msiry was perceived to be concerned
with the domestic issues. However, the issues oérmational crime, illegal
migration, refugees, asylum seekers, drug traffigkand border protection have
automatically led the ministry, and indeed othemistries, to be involved in
international issues through regular contacts whth corresponding ministries and

bureaucracies in other countfies

In the above-mentioned sense of globalization,eiasing interdependence
and international integration (and an integratioocpss within which member states
of EU become more European), the challenges fatiegForeign Service are
increasing. However, although the challenges fading Foreign Service are
increasing, the Foreign Service has been a keijutish for Germany to pursue its
national interests and it is likely to remain trentral institution for the conduct of
foreign and security policy. Since the foreign miar remains essentially
responsible for the conduct of German foreign politbe Foreign Service has been
the most prominent institution for the conducthakttask. In this regard, the Foreign
Office has developed into a cross-sectional mipigtat considers itself responsible
for coordinating all foreign policy, a task thabisvital importance for Germafi§

The ability of the Foreign Service to master chajles and its well-
functioning is significant for Germany to act etigely in the international system
and in the multilateral organizations. The chanigethe international system vest
increasing responsibilities to the traditional igions of foreign and security
policy, especially to the Foreign Service, in ortleensure that German foreign and
security policy is unified and acts constructivedyshape the developments in the
international system. This necessitates a well- affidiently-constructed Foreign

8 Andreae, Lisette and Kaiser, Karl, “The ‘Foreigniifies’ of Specialized Ministries”, in Eberwein,
Wolf-Dieter and Kaiser, Karl (eds@&ermany’s New Foreign PolicijNew York: Palgrave, 2001,
pp.38-39

% Siwert-Probst, Judith (2001), op. cit., p.33
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Service structure (in coordination with other mines and actors involved in

foreign and security policy-making process) to ddap new international system.

The former President of Germany Roman Herzog sthid‘In a shrinking world,

in which opportunities and risks alike can globalithe globalization of German

foreign policy will also be inevitabl&% In this regard, the following part will deal

with the issue of the changing tasks of the For&grvice to master the challenges

coming up with globalization and the new internaéibsystem.

With Regard to the Changing Tasks of the ForeigniSe:

It is not only the nature of international relattohas been changing with
these developments, but also the dividing line betwforeign policy and domestic
policy has been blurred. There are more and mdmesatoday involved in pursuing
their own and German objectives abroad, not nedgsbkaving the same position.
The change in the structure and content of for@igiicy and the number of actors
involved in the field and their evolving functiogs/e rise to significant adaptation

of the Foreign Service, yet it is still the prinmstitution in German foreign policy.

The Foreign Service, comprising the Foreign Ofticel the missions abroad,
holds the core ministerial competence in the falfbreign affairs residing with the
foreign minister, within a single federal authorijowever, it is an obvious fact that
foreign and security policy-making, decisions amgliementation have not been the
exclusive domain of the Foreign Office. Due to #wer-evolving domestic and
international conditions, specialized ministriesreasingly get involved into the

proces®’,

8" Herzog, Roman, “Die Globalisierung der deutschess&npolitik ist unvermeidlichBulletin des
Presse- und Informationsamts der Bundesregiertm?20, 15 March 1995, p.162

8 Andreae, Lisette and Kaiser, Karl (2001), op, @ip.38-42
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The strong position of the foreign minister comesssl from the
administrative base and the competences of hiS)ffeze than from the primacy of
foreign policy itself. However, this primacy is nmeasingly questioned by ever-
expanding activities of other ministries and bymptay of state and non-state actors.
This forces the Foreign Service to take measureslapt to these challen§@sin
addition, the co-ordinating function of the Forei§ervice brings up the problem
that foreign policy can no longer be conductedaasnified whole’ and hence the
monopoly of the Foreign Service in conducting fgrepolicy is mostly replaced by
the co-ordinating functions in areas where foreigolicy is no longer
comprehensive. With not only the Foreign Office,t kihe involvement of
approximately 250 units of other ministries (exahgdthe Ministry of Defense)
somehow in foreign and European policy of Germaaeflects how it is difficult to
bring together all the individual positions to pesbinding unified foreign policy

positions on specific issu®s

Within this framework, with regard to the changitagks of the Foreign

Servicé®, some may be outlined as follows:

» The role played by Germany’s diplomatic mission&U countries and CEECs is
in the process of change. Presentation of Germdayi®pean policies in partner
countries through the means of public diplomacy basome prominent part of

gaining support for German policies and positioBrnssels.

» The second pillar of the Maastricht Treaty, trevelopment of the Common
Foreign and Security Policy, brings forward a cagively new dimension of co-

ordination and action among the member statestderdo do so, the formation of a

89 Von Ploetz, Hans-Friedrich (2001), op. cit., pp70

% Siwert-Probst, Judith (2001), op. cit., p.26

1 von Ploetz, Hans-Friedrich (2001), op. cit., pp7&t
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Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit was agraethe Treaty of Amsterdam for

efficiency in decision-making and unity of action.
* Increase national and EU support for the eastwalargement of the EU.

The new tasks, the diversification of actors inealvin foreign policy and
growing interdependence among these actors andypmieas make coordination a
prime task for the Foreign Service. Objectives imith specific policy area of a
specific ministry have to be defined and implemédnite accordance with the
interests of the entire state in order to enaldepiteservation of a policy identity at
the national and international level. The asymrnoajlobal challenges (international
terrorism, environmental and climate challenge, ratign, spread of nuclear
weapons and energy, drug trafficking, democratiratihuman rights, good
governance, etc.) go beyond the traditional paliticeld and responsibilities of the

ministries and force them to change their strucfare

3.3 Foreign Policy: Still Primary

The globalization process and the involvement efcggdized ministries and
other actors to the conduct of foreign relationgenaade it more difficult to justify
the particular emphasis given to foreign policyeiythis has brought the question
does traditional foreign policy continue to be smmghant that leads the primacy of
foreign policy? In response to these concerns, palkt-Cold War Federal
Governments have underlined the primacy of forgigiicy. Besides the overriding

authority of the chancellor in determining genegpalicy guidelines, the Foreign

% |bid., p.75
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Office remains in charge and this is valid espécial cases where the pursuit of the
state’s interests as a whole is opposed to speteabksts of other ministries. In this
sense, the Foreign Office is vested with one ofrtiest important aims of foreign
policy that is to maintain smooth relations (withine context of security and
economic policy) with countries having particulagrsficance to Germany. The
Foreign Office is, also, in charge of sustaininggmation of Germany in multilateral
organizations through renouncing a unilateral fgmepolicy option, with a strong

insistence on using civilian means for pursuingftreign policy objectives.

The end of the East-West conflict and the compexi interdependent
structure of the international system, with mord arore actors involved in broader
issues of the system, have brought discussions tbeeprimacy of foreign policy
and the primacy of the Foreign Office in foreignlipp These rhetorical and
institutional discussions and tensions have beld@ndalace in Germany, especially
between the Foreign Office and the Ministry for Bomic Co-operation and
Development. The disagreement between the twotutistis in the late 1996
regarding membership in the United Nations Indaktfievelopment Organization
(UNIDO) has been a test case: Carl-Dieter Sprantier, former Minister for
Economic Co-operation and Development, called fer@any to leave UNIDO due
to the fact that he regarded it as inefficient arahted to use the funds elsewhere.
However, Klaus Kinkel, the former Foreign Ministamgued to the contrary that
such a move would influence directly the Federal&oment’s efforts to obtain a
permanent seat on the UN Security Council. With@éas¥ the funds by the second
largest contributor to UNIDO budget would have eféel some developing
countries whose support was necessary in a GeAasgmbly meeting for the
permanent seat. Thus, the Foreign Office was ablassert itself against the

Ministry for Economic Co-operation and Developniant

The argument that the Foreign Office entirely colstrthe foreign-policy

mechanism and foreign policy is sustained comprahkely, is rather misleading.

% Andreae, Lisette and Kaiser, Karl (2001), op, @ip.43-45
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On the other hand, the argument denying the prino&dgreign policy and the role
played by the Foreign Office within the processaisother exaggeration. The
situation can be better explained throughiaa mediaunderstanding. It is true that
‘external relations’ is challenging the dominancé ‘foreign policy’ both

theoretically and practically through the varietly actors and issues. However,

foreign policy, with the Foreign Office in chargetbe process, is still primary.

3.4 The Policy-Making Process of Germany: Involvemd of
Bundestag and Bundestrat in European Policy

In the analysis of the foreign and security polafya country, international
and domestic settings may provide guidance to mgrylegrees. However, for a
comprehensive analysis of German foreign and ggcpolicy, this analysis is
inevitable. In addition, the national foreign amdu@rity policy of Germany is greatly
influenced by the overall policy process. It is thstitutional structures and rules of
the policy process that determine how differingf@mences are distributed and
aggregated and thus which subsets of values amttipes will have greater

influence on which aspect of the policy-making Erss?.

It is difficult to make generalizations about thelipy-making process as it
varies from state to state. In liberal democracieature of the policy process is
shaped by a large continuum from party structuvesdectoral rules. At one extreme,

as in the British political system, the membera aingle political party may occupy

% Thelen, Kathleen and Steinmo, Sven, “Historicatitntionalism in Comparative Politics”, in
Steinmo, Sven, Thelen, Kathleen and Longstretmie(ads.), Structuringolitics: Historical
Institutionalism in Comparative Analysi@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992,48p.1
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all significant policy-making positions. At the ethextreme, power may be divided
between opposed parties, as in the American pallisystem. German political
system lies somewhere in-between and political aitthmay be shared by not
entirely like-minded coalition partners. As Wertéoyer sets forth, the mechanisms
and structures involved working both horizontably {he level of Federation, within
the Federal Government) and vertically (betweenRbgeration and Lander) are so
complex in Germany that it makes the Federal Repuhbre decentralized than
other countries. In this sense, German politicatey is defined as practicable and

fair to all interest®.

For Hoyer, the long and continuing process of Eeampintegration is the
cause of the existing administrative, and in gdnpeéitical, system in Germany.
European policy-making mechanism enables closes lartkong decision-makers of
EU member states and European actors in the widetext that leads to the
definition of national positions through taking ontonsideration the interests of
partners. Thus, this policy-making mechanism impsomore far-reaching European
policy objectives and keeps European policy-malkingyy from a purely domestic
understanding. In this sense, co-ordination withi& Federal Government and co-
operation with Bundestag, Bundestrat and the Latalas place at various levels
and has become a process subject to rules withticdimnal status, laws and
agreements among respective institutions. The psotakes place under intense
time pressure and informal contacts and forms ebmeration are established to
achieve successful results with the objective afoherent and active European
policy. This web is also designed to facilitaterager and timely representation of

German interests within the European institutins

% Hoyer, Werner, “National Decision-Making Structsifer German European Policy”, in Eberwein,
Wolf-Dieter and Kaiser, Karl (eds@&ermany’s New Foreign PoliciNew York: Palgrave, 2001,
p.89

% Ibid., pp.89-90
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As to the Bundestag, the Federal Government isgethlito brief the
Bundestag and give it the opportunity to give opirsi on European policy issues.
With Article 45 of Basic Law, Bundestag has creaagdommittee on Affairs of EU
that is responsible for working on the fundamegtatopean policy decisions of the
Bundestag. Mechanism is sustained through the seterontacts between EU
Committee, Foreign Office, Ministry of Finance aMihistry of Economics. Under
certain conditions, the Committee represents Buadesnd presents opinions to the
Federal Government. The procedure works in this :wa@gpvernment makes
available to the Bundestag relevant documents aitloutline of German position.
The EU Committee, also, receives reports. Issue<larified by the Government
representatives before the Committee. Committegvefats its opinions to the
Government and Government takes them into accoumegotiations with other
member states for stronger position. Governmentetpired to present basic
opinions of Bundestag at the IGC, to ensure padigary consent in ratification
proceedings. Any Bundestag committee is able tatanMember of European
Parliament (MEPs), of Council and Commission to sessions concerned with
European policy issues. German MEPs are entitledtémd EU Committee sessions
and some of them, appointed by the President ofdBstag, are authorized to

participate as Committee members.

In relation to Bundestrat, Lander participate in Edffairs through
Bundestrat. Each Land government has a minist@oresble for European issues.
Bundestrat has the right to be briefed but itsipi@dtion depends on issue-base. The
Article 23(5) of the Basic Law brings two clauses:

a) The Federal Government shall ‘take into accotlr@’ opinion of the Bundestrat
where in an area of exclusive federal legislativesgiction Lander are affected or
where in other respects the Federation has thé tiglegislate, that is, areas of
concurrent legislation or framework legislation thfe Federation. The Federal

Government includes the opinions of the Bundesieag, but is not bound by them.
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b) ‘Substantial consideration’ is to be given t@ tbpinions of Bundestrat when

essentially the legislative powers of thender, the establishment of their authorities
or their administrative procedures are affectede Hederation’s responsibility for

the country as a whole is to be observed in thestnces. In the event that the
Federal Government and the Bundestrat disagreg, areeto attempt to reach an
agreement through renewed discussions. In caseatieeynable to provide this, the
Bundestrat may overrule the Federal Governmentrogjarity of two-thirds’.

Lander are involved in European policy in various wayseTFederal
Government includes Lander representatives (apgoirly Bundestrat) in its
internal consultations. If legislative powers ofnider are affected, the Federal
Government takes Lander representatives to EU-lexgotiations (below the
Council-level) and representatives can make statessneith the consent of the
Federal Government. Leadership of German negagiatiam is to be transferred by
the Federal Government to representatives of Lamden exclusive legislative
jurisdiction of Lander is affected. This even applito Council meetings. With the
Federation-Lander Law on Co-operation in the Affaif EU, Lander are able to
maintain their own direct contacts to EU institasoand so Lander have their own
Information Offices in Brussels (but this does radfect the authority of the
Republic’'s Permanent Representation). The Obseifet) Affairs for Lander work
independent of Offices in Brussels, but in closatact, briefs to Bundestrat on
activities of various bodies in Brussels and enstnat the rights of Bundestrat are
respected. In addition to these, by the Maastriaigiaty, the Committee of the
Regions (CoR) was established. This Committee wthem direct venue for the
Lander to get involved in European policy-makingthwsome representatives of

local authorities, to compensate for the loss dfaie domestic participation rights

" |bid., p.97
% Ibid., pp.95-99
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To sum up, the Federal Government shares resplitysilior foreign and
security policy, jointly with the Bundestag. In ®8ulings on Maastricht Treaty and
during the out-of-area debate of 1994, the Fedeaaistitutional Court enabled, in
certain circumstances and on certain issues, thgcipation of Bundestrat and
Lander in the formulation process of foreign pality addition, the formulation and
the implementation of security policy is subjectiie control of Bundestag through

the parliamentary committees.

3.5 Decentralization for Continuity

Considerable variation in the policy-making is eeted primarily through
the varying degrees of effective authority disttibn, or sharing, to determine
policy among the executive and legislative bodiHse distribution of power and
responsibility for the prospective areas may beemar less decentralized even
within the executiv€. The distribution of positions or approaches, avisis the the
policies to be implemented, among the major aci®ranother component of the
picture. Different groups of policy-makers, withstilnct sub-cultural backgrounds,
may have different perception of the external emnent of the country, and may

uphold different policy goals and instruments talie these goals.

Although it might seem to be deterministic, it nisyargued at this point that
the relatively decentralized political system ofe tlrederal Republic and the

domestic interest formation of the country haveygth a crucial role in the

% Kaarbo, Juliet, “Power and Influence in ForeigtidoDecision Making: Coalition Partners in
German and Israeli Foreign Policyiiternational Studies Quarteriywol.40 No.4, December 1996,
pp.501-502
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characterization of the country’s foreign policyhel ideas for the continuity in
German foreign and security policy are, in fact,atgreat extent, assured by the

discontinuity in domestic politics.

The views and studies aiming to establish the octiore between the
domestic policy-making structure and the issueonttiauity/discontinuity in foreign
policy focus on how decisions are formulated ana tive roles played by various
actors are shared during the process. Within tlistext, the reunification of
Germany and its repercussions on decision-makirtiebchave been under focus.
The daily functioning of the distinct bodies, theme played within the decision-
making process and decentralized structure of Gemodtical system favour those
who predict the limited implications of reunificati on the process and actors. As
the daily activities of the Committee of Perman&apresentatives (COREPER)
reflect, reunification has had little perceptiblapact on the European policy of
Germany: No members of the diplomatic service ef@DR were introduced in the
German foreign service; the foreign policy advisgfrthe Chancellor have been the
same as they were a decade ago; and the uppeeseatthe Ministry of Finance
have not changed meaningfully in the last few y&ar§hus, the basic triangle
(head of government, head of foreign affairs arel Fmance Ministry) has gone
through the reunification process without expernieg@ny substantial change. The
main advisers of the government are drawn from @ducracy whose members

have spent their administrative career in a cultdifeuropean integration.

On the other hand, reunification has incorporatesl new Easterhander
into the German political landscape. The publidarmer East Germany was not
involved in the European integration process indigrears between 1950 and 1990.
Knowledge and understanding of what the Commusityrow it works, what it can
and cannot do, how and why it came into beingnstéd in other part of Europe to

which the GDR once belonged. Also, thender have acquired a greater weight in

1% pe Schoutheete, Philippe, “Germany,Quo Vadis? AWkeom the Diplomatic World"German
Politics, Vol.10 No.1, April 2001, p.135

79



European affairs as a result of constitutional geanagreed during the Maastricht
Treaty ratification process in Germany. Their atté on European issues is
frequently defensive. Their ministers and officigisilike federal politicians and
civil servants) are not directly exposed to theiaamation effect of repetitive
contacts, ministerial meetings and European Cosin@©ih the contrary, they fear the

consequences of these meetings for their own posfetecision.

From legal point of the issue, the Basic Law ndidnnds German foreign
policy to certain fundemental values and opensstate to supranational integration;
it also establishes a constitutional environmentaf@trong civil society against the
state in the form of basic rights. With the introdon of the new article 23 of the
Basic Law, the Lander not only hold a veto powerrmoportant issues of Germany’s
European policy-making, but that they also sometiogpose foreign policy choices
of the federal government. As an example; in JW8&7 1during the Amsterdam EU
Treaty (re)negotiations, the Kohl government black&ther integration in the field
of Home and Justice Affairs (HJA) due to presswé&lerman Lander which feared

losing the “national veto” in asylum polici€d

To sum up, there is an international or global eystwithin which the
process of increasing international integratiorotigh the means of shared political
values, common economic systems, information teogies and transportation
networks is underway. Moreover, in this system tadesis any longer in a position
to defend itself on its own against the threats daadgers emanating from political,
economic and socio-cultural problems. When thesg¢esyic trends and tendencies
combined with reunification, the necessity for madag its position in the
international system and the role its foreign aecusty should play, was inevitable
for Germany. This necessitated adjustments indarand security policy structure
and institutions to master the above-mentioned@hgés. The new issue areas with

the involvement of new actors has made foreign seclurity policy-making to

%1 Harnisch, Sebastian “Change and Continuity in Rwsfication German Freign PolicyGerman
Politics, Vol.10 No.1, April 2001, pp.46-47
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become an area that should not be restricted tantéutions with which it is

traditionally associated. This situation decredkesability of the Foreign Service to
sustain foreign and security policy unilaterallyhuB, the Foreign Service has
changed its tasks and made adjustments in itstgteuto adapt the new international
structure and security framework, and to realize fbreign and security policy
objectives of guaranteeing well functioning dipldraaelations with those countries
which are of particular significance to Germanytermms of security and economic
policy. However, although the new issue areas amws actors getting involved in
policy-making process pose challenges to traditiamgtitutions of foreign policy,

the foreign policy is still primary area of concewith the Foreign Service in charge.
The involvement of Bundestag and Bundestrat (ahdraactors) in policy-making

process, especially in European policy, has pralidiemocratic control on foreign
and security policy. In addition, the decentralizealitical system of Germany,
together with the democratic control and discontinin domestic politics, has

contributed to continuity in foreign and securigfipy.

In the above-mentioned sense, this chapter triedxfmain the process of
domestic interest formation and foreign policy fotation. The analysis of the
foreign and security policy-making process withime tcountry is crucial. This
cruciality is due to the fact that the adjustmeimspolicy-making structure and
institutions enable Germany to adapt the new imatgnal structure and prevent
Germany of paying a high price for not fulfillingsirole in the international system

that comes with its increased weight and increasesgonsibilities.

The analysis of the domestic interest formation diodeign policy
formulation process and the adjustments in poli@kimg structure and institutions
is conducted under the light of the conceptual &awrk provided in the previous
chapter. The conceptual framework sets forth thaé tdomestic setting
(constructivist factors) shapes German foreign sexlrity policy through national
capacity and national predispositions, with itsatilenal sources (political culture)

and institutional sources (national institutiorfSince the national institutions are the
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sources of national predispositions and also refBarmany’s political culture, and
thus the foreign and security policy of the countilye analysis of foreign and
security-policy making enables the study becomeentomprehensive. It is argued
in this chapter that decentralization in Germantigal system, democratic control
on policy-making process and discontinuity in doticegolitics have become
(among) the sources of continuity for Germany irstaiming its civilian and
multilateral foreign and security policy orientatiolhe domestic setting is a crucial
factor in the analysis of German foreign and ségynolicy, but is not the only one
for a comprehensive and analytic analysis. Thanateonal setting that shapes and
constrains foreign and security policy of a couraingl provides mechanisms for the
country to pursue its national interests is alspdrtant. Thus, the following chapter
will deal with the international setting, with astorical background that will enable
the study to analyze the process of West Germantggration into the western bloc
and the parameters of West German foreign and isequolicy. In analyzing
continuity and change in German foreign and segupiblicy, the historical
background will identify on which parameters tha@igy is oriented.
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CHAPTER 4

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The conceptual framework provided in the intrdcc part and detailed in
the second chapter clearly sets forth that a congmsve and analytical analysis of
German foreign and security policy necessitatesutierstanding and explanation
of the international and domestic settings. Siheeprevious chapter focused on the
domestic setting, mainly with the national insitas as sources of national
predispositions, this chapter will deal with theemational setting. As mentioned
earlier, the international setting has a recipratience on the foreign and security
policy of a state, namely determining the sourced eesponses of the process,
through the international structure and internationstitutions: On the one hand, it
constrains and shapes the considerations and gm®lafi the state, determines the
magnitude and the immediacy of the problems thoséndluenced by proximity and
relative power capabilities. On the other handhiapes and provides mechanisms
for the form of the responses the state will enabladdress its considerations and

national interests.

The international setting will be analyzed herehvatfocus on the historical
background of West German foreign and securitycgolFor the studies dealing

with the issue of continuity and change in foread security policy, a historical
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background is necessary. The historical backgrauticgenable the study to identify
how the international setting shaped West Germapglgical orientation and the
parameters of West German foreign and securitycpaluring the Cold War era, in
order to have a better understanding of the ewwnluaf German foreign policy,
during the post-Cold War era, with regard to thevmeles, responsibilities and

objectives.

Actually, after 18 January 1871, with the unificatiinto one national state
under Otto von Bismarck, Germany had become tamgtfor any balance of power
within the European system, which had been defsieck the Utrecht settlement of
1713. The late unification of Germany as a ‘nattate’ was the beginning of the,
so-called, ‘German Question’ to become a continymablem in the international
fora in general, in Eurpean political and acadelantiscape in particular. Timothy
G. Ash defines the “German Question” as the feafSasmany’s neighbours to keep
such a dynamic, over-populated and geographicaltyral-oriented country, with its
huge economic capabilities, under control and wotet it again destabilize the
political order and peace in the continéht The ‘German Question’ has three
important aspects related to the three dimensidnsnification: First one is the
German unification in terms of Germany’s territbaad national unity; second one
is Germany’s unification in terms of Constitutionadity; and third as a problem of
international status, Germany’s unification withime framework of the treaties
conducted to provide the stability of the Europstates systetf’. With all these
aspects, separately or together, the German Quesfig a serious problem to be
solved for order and peace in the European corttigea in the wider international

fora.

Just as one of the main concerns of the Europewhphthe international,
political agenda was how to solve the German Qoiesti the last quarter of the 19

century, the German Question was once again omatile when the World War |

192 Ash, Timothy G.Jn Europe’s NameNew York: Random House, 1993, p.23
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ended. Thus, the following part of the chapter w#al with the way the German
Question was tried to be settled following the Wowar | and will analyze the
reasons behind the failure to find a peaceful asmatratic solution to the German
Question.

4.1 The Weimar Republic: Republic without Republicans

When the hopes of a victory that had been raisetthéyserman offensive of
March 1918 were destroyed by the Allied counteensive, the German Military
High Command was to admit that the war to bringn@er supremacy in Europe
was lost and the only way to prevent a completetamyl collapse was to end the
hostilities immediately. The German request foraemistice was accompanied by a
reform of the Reich Constitution and of the eleakt@mystem. On 3 October 1918 a
new government that was also including the reptasigas of the majority parties
was established under the new Chancellor Prince dfaRaden. On 19 January
1919 the National Assembly was elected, with worbhemg entitled to vote and
stand for election for the first time, and the @bddemocrats emerged as the
strongest party but did not obtain an overall mgjof ogether with the Centre party
and the German Democratic Party, the SPD formedstirealled, Weimar Coalition

and Friedrich Ebert became the first Presidenhefitew Republic.

The constitution of the new Republic was draftedh®s/new State Secretary
at the Ministry of the Interior, Hugo Preuss, whasna left-wing liberal and had
been influenced by the liberal and democratic tiawliof 1848 Revolution. The
Reichstag became the central political organ. Themment became dependent on

its confidence and the legislative decisions wettgest to hardly any restriction by
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the Reichsrat, the body through which the Landerewepresented. In order to
create a counterweight to the Parliament, the Rerelsident was given considerable
powers: he appointed the government and could ldissbe Reichstag; especially
the Article 48 of the constitution gave him extemsipowers during a state of

emergenci*

The new constitution of the new Republic was desigto pave the way
towards a democratic social order and incorporatgab Democratic ideas on the
welfare state. However, the disparities betweencthrestitution and a social reality
that lagged far behind its aims placed a heavydwuahd led to the collapse of the
Weimar Republic. In this sense, the Revolution @18/19 failed to bring about a
truly democratic political and social order in Gamy. Although constitutional
monarchy was replaced by parliamentary democramgess in realizing the goal of
transforming the state, the economy and the sowratylimited. In the words of the
historian Friedrich Meineke, in the spring of 19%8,far “no complete revolution of

the political and social order has taken placetinamuntry™®,

The Treaty of Versailles and its implications foonaestic political
environment, also, played a significant role in thidure of the transformation. In
the Treaty of Versailles the victors dictated Barmany should be largely disarmed
and cede certain territories (territories rich afalcand steel reserves), and this
considerably weakened the economic power of theitcpuReparation demands
became a financial burden and this was triggeredheyfact that the German
currency had lost much of its value as a resulthef war debt. The clause that
Germany bore sole responsibility for the War wafdud$o justify reparation

demands. The unity of the country remained intat,the Germans in Austria were
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not permitted to join the Reich and to that extertre denied the right to self-

determination’®.

The Treaty of Versailles encountered nearly unansndisapproval in
Germany, with the war-guilt clause being the magason behind this. The
politicians, who had been forced by circumstanathq@ugh reluctant) to sign the
Treaty, were subjected to vicious slander. Theonatist Right, who found the
defeat of the country, the Versailles Treaty aredrdvolution impossible, spread the
“stab-in-the-back™’ story and accused the politicians and peoplehtadtadvocated

a negotiated peace in 1919.

The radicalization of domestic politics, the sesoeconomic and social
problems resulting from the war, reaction agaihstdlauses of the Versailles Treaty
and Germany’s hopeless situation in the field ofeiign affairs hindered the
development of democratic revolution in the counémyd the attempts to end
German militarism could not succeed. The right-waxgremist agitation escalated
into putsches and assasinations and as well prdvakeounter-reaction from the
extreme left. Gustav Stresemann’s six years iroffiee of Foreign Ministry could
help to control the situation. He tried to stremgthithe position of the Reich, to
mitigate the consequences of the lost war anddakbout Germany’s post-World
War | isolation. However, with the 1929 world ecamo crisis, the German political
scene was radically transformed. The period of clifstion came to an end and
crisis led to an increasing radicalization and po#&ion in politics crippling
democratic institutions and worsening economicasitun. This paved the way for
the appointment of Adolf Hitler as the Reich Chdloceby the Reich President Paul

von Hindenburd®
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The World War | was, also, traumatic for the Germaiihe aim of
consolidating democratic revolution in the countinyough the Weimar Republic
and to stop German militarism failed. The Versailleeaty was prepared with the
aim to punish Germany. Its clauses, especially gudlt; were nearly unanimously
unacceptable for the Germans and war reparatioris deused an economic
collapse. Germany was isolated and the politicahsdnside the country was started
to be dominated by the radicals. The 1929 worldhenac crisis became the last fist
to the revolution process. There was no fundamentitahge in the political culture
and policy orientation that was militarist, undematic and coloured with the

feeling of isolation.

4.2 The Post-World War Il Period: A New Start

After the surrender of Germany on 8 May 1945, tltere of Germany was
once again the most important of all European duest However, this time
(different from the post-World War | era) there was world structural divide in
1945, and division in Europe, between ‘the Free tMesl by the US and ‘the
Communist East’ led by the SU. Within this pictu@ermany’s position between
1945 and 1949 was, to a certain extent, also teomable consequence of its
geographical situation in the center of Europe r toetween the West and East
Europe, between the liberal West and the left-wintplitarian East, with the

strongest communist party outside Soviet Russia.

Anglo-Soviet interests during the World War |l Hagen defined as the need

to contain Germany and to devise the best meanwesenting the revival of a
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strong and aggressive Germany. However, the nate lse the British Foreign
Secretary Ernest Bevin to British Prime Ministee@kent Attlee on 10 April 1946
stated that: “The Russians have decided upon aresgjge policy based upon
militant communism and Russian chauvinism”. Thaehent had a great impact on
the British government’s policy in the sense that,to that time the British had
thought of the German problem solely in terms ofrn@y itself and had aimed to
prevent the revival of “the German war machine” wewger, Bevin wrote in a top
secret Cabinet paper on 3 May 1946 that: “The wsitsiation of all would be a
revived Germany in league with or dominated by Rti$¥. From January 1947, an
economic unit, with the name dBizonid, was created. However, its creation was
more than just the economic fusion of the Britisid @émerican (occupied) zones.
Bizoniawas a turning point in post-war Germany: it markieel end of four-power
(US, SU, Britain and France) cooperation and thgirmeng of Anglo-American
collaboration in Germany. Thus, Bizonia was theitn@igg of the end of German
unity. Even before the founding of the Federal Rdipubasic decisions had set the
course for West Germany: the fusion of the threstera occupation zones (of the
US, Britain and France) in 1947 and 1948 foreshadbwhe future Federal
Republic. A Six-Power Conference (by the US, BnfaiFrance, Belgium,
Netherlands, Luxembourg — the last three so-cadlledelux countries) was held in
London between February and June 1948 and the fatetssion was to set up a
West German State.

199 steininger, Rolf, “The German Qestion, 1945-96" arres, Klaus (ed.Jzermany Since
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4.2.1 Konrad Adenauer Era

The first federal elections of West Germany, held I August 1949,
enabled Konrad Adenauer’'s Christian Democrats (CI8W) to form a coalition
with the Free Democrats (FDP) and the DeutscheeP@#®P). Afterwards, the 73-
years old new West German Chancellor became the gergonality for the
reconciliation process between the West and Wesm@&wsy. Thus, analyzing
Adenauer era and his political role is crucial torderstanding the West German
politics after 1945 because he left his stamp anftreign policy of the Federal
Republic. Adenauer was so determined that the dutdrWest Germany lied in
integration with the West and adoption of West Gamn into the Western
institutional structures, through complete breakhwhe legacy of th&hird Reich
Adenauer and his supporters, within the CDU/CSUight a European political
order that would irrevocably tie West German statd society to the political and
cultural system (and values) of Western Europes Was to be achieved by making
West Germany an equal and respected partner aVdstern powers and by forging
a fundamental reconciliation between West Germarty Ferance. The strategy and
policies of Adenauer emanated from the perceptian@edible threat from the SU.
Adenauer’s solution for the communist challenge waes creation of a “united
Western Europe”. In addition to this, there wereeotreasons for Adenauer’s strong
insistence on West European integration: The ematioontroversy about how to
define Germany’s national identity and which pties were to triumph — European
or German unification — was continuing. Adenaugdicy was to join the West,
making the West and West Germany so strong thatlage¢he Soviet Union would
give way and grant German reunification in its owterest. Thus, it can be argued
that Adenauer assessed reunification as a furtieer that would come after West

Germany consolidated its power, and reunificationld be imposed on the East,
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while the latter was weakening. Some scholars ftatatthis policy as: “Adenauer
found the connection between the concepts of Westdegration and German
reunification in the belief that a consolidationtire West would automatically lead
to the collapse of the Soviet dominance in the é&tastone, what was termed as the

‘magnetic concept’*%

Adenauer’s “west-oriented” foreign policy was cdllasWestpolitikand its
main goals were defined as: Cooperation with West making West Germany
member of Western organizations; restore confidefacethe country through
making West Germany a reliable partner; give piydior improving relations with
France and realize European integration throughchvhivest Germany could
achieve its foreign, security and economic polioglg. Actually, the main facets of
Westpolitik can be summarized by two concepts: sh@ranationalization and

westernization of West Germany’s foreign and ségyalicy.

Supranationalization implied a basic abandonment tloé (extreme)
nationalist thinking of the former German foreigrdaecurity policy. The new West
German state became a leading champion of the sshfanAtlantic and European
integration processes. The interplay of nationall aupranational perspectives
became a central theme in West Germany’s post-Wi/dd Il foreign and security

policy culture.

Westernization aimed at basic reconciliation of thstorical (political)
alienation between the West and West Germany. Tioewpstern civilization
tendency Abendlandl that was stressing the political, philosophiaadl &deological
values that West Germany was sharing with its wesadies, was shaped by the

CDU/CSU administration, under Adenauer’s leadership
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In accordance with the above-mentioned facets, Aders foreign policy-
making, mainly, rested on three components thaedito restore both political and
economic sovereignty for West Germany: First of after recognizing the strong
reputation and continuing mistrust for West Germahyoad, Bonn acted in a way
through which it would achieve its foreign policyoads within a multilateral
framework. One, and the first, aspect of this naikral framework was that the
civilian representatives of Washington, Paris anddon (in West Germany) did the
final work on the West Germany's external relaticensd on certain domestic
questions (like; armament). Since the very begigmihhis term in office, Adenauer
had to (and preferred to) walk in a line of coopierawith his three western allies,
for the defense of the West German interests. €tergl component of his foreign
policy was that through entering into multilatecammitments of ECSC and EEC,
Adenauer was willing to confront the legacy of gre-World War Il German policy
and to implement confidence-building measures Yitest Germany), in order to
counter the effects of history. Finally, a majomgmnent of Adenauer’'s western
strategy of recognition and reconciliation was émsphasis on, what was called in
the 1950s, “the memory of the hopeful but abortipprochement between Paris
and Berlin in the 19204,

The motives that fostered Germany’s initial ori¢iota of European
integration can easily be found in Adenauer’s owords: “It was important to
establish close ties with those peoples that ‘leyr thature’ held concurrent views on
government, human rights, freedom and propéry’By this, Adenauer expressed
that he held the European culture and values abdbis of European integration.
Adenauer perceived Russia as an imminent threartbihe west and he used this
perception to justify his policy of European intagon in the minds of West
Germans. In accordance with this line of thinkiAglenauer continuously tried to
improve relations with Western states, primarilythwvFrance. According to him,
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hostility between Germany and France would bedikdecaying body in the middle
of Europe” —as Churchill had put it- and would pest as detrimental for Europe as

a victorious Nazi Germany**

Soviet attempts to prevent rapprochement betwéen West and West
Germany and prevent possible West German membarsiNATO, could not alter
Adenauer’s pro-Western policy orientation and ofiyes. With his famous note of
10 March 1952, Stalin tried to torpedo the integratof West Germany into the
Western Europe and prevent West German rearmarSéalin offered a united
Germany, including a small national army for itdf-gefense, with the only
precondition that the unified Germany should natdmee a member of any kind of
military alliance that involved the USA. On 16 MhrcChancellor Adenauer
responded and said that there was nothing newailnSt offer and it was intended
to isolate West Germany through neutralizing theinty and preventing its
integration with the WeS¥.

All steps made in the field of foreign and segupblicy also affected the
status of the West Germany and Germany as a whbkefirst bone of contention
was how best to regain sovereignty, and as merntiabeve, Adenauer sought it by
an arrangement with the Western powers. The Kovéanat the end of June 1950
raised the specter of a communist military advamceézurope. Pressures from
America to provide some contribution to the defemdeWestern Europe and
Adenauer’s offer to supply a West German militapntingent sparked off bitter
controversies about the rearmament of West GermAdgnauer wanted to use

West German divisions as a lever to regain sovetgigr West Germany.

The basic problem was finding some way to appéasach and British
apprehensions about the potential threat to thegurity from a powerful West
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German military existence. The result was the Eeaop Defense Community
(EDC), into which West German troops were to begrated from the level of
divisions. However, the EDC foundered in the FreNettional Assembly in August
1954. Despite the bitter resistance from the Wesin@an opposition parties, West
Germany’s ‘military contribution’ was made througre alliance mechanism. The
Federal Republic became an ally of the Western pgweho now left their troops
stationed in West Germany, to protect West Gernaany Western Europe against
the threat of a Soviet attack. The three Westemeps (the US, Britain and France)
reserved for themselves only the final decisiorsr dle status of West Berlin and of

German unification as a whole.

The membership of West Germany was termed as f‘goasreignty” or
“near-sovereignty” (which continued up until theimdication of Germany in 1990),
implying that the rearmament of the West Germatedtad been accepted, but this
would be in a limited scale and would be done witlai multilateral context
(NATO). The consequences of quasi-soveregnity wrereaching: since the
Federal Republic claimed to be the only truly lieg#te German state, it tried to
isolate the communist East Germany by the Halldbmntrine (the Doctrine which
was first implemented by the Adenauer Administratigp until the Chancellorship
of Willy Brandt in 1969). According to this doctanall states that recognised the
GDR would be punished by breaking off diplomati¢atiens with the Federal
Republic. Adenauer administration had to make aegton with the Soviet Union,
because Moscow held the key to any possible Gemaanification. Thus, Bonn
resumed diplomatic relations with Moscow and ackicthe release of the last
10.000 German prisoners of war (in the SU), who bheadn held back as “war
criminals” (since the World War II), during Adenailse visit to Moscow in
September 1955. Chancellor Adenauer made hisMiastcow visit on 9 September
1955 and implied the opening of diplomatic relatidrietween West Germany and
the SU. A Christian Democrat expert on foreign @gliAlois Mertes, called this as

“German Ostpolitik begad*®. The discussion over the nuclear weapons was
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another aspect of the issue. The Bundestag adeptedolution which demanded
“equality” for the Federal Republic in the domaihnoiclear weapons. However, in
fact, nothing ever came of it, certainly becausesiW@ermany’s Western allies,
including US, were just as wary of nuclear weapwn&erman hands, as was the
Soviet Union. In addition to this external oppasiti the highly emotional
movement of 1958 against atomic weapons for Westn@ey, organized by the
SPD (Social Democratic Party), trade unions andfipagroups, were influential.
Another far-reaching consequence of the quasi-egvety was that the GDR
achieved a comparable status within the communésiten Bloc: It became a
member of the Warsaw Pact in January 1955. In gpiits internal weaknesses, the
GDR rose to become the second strongest politecanomic and military actor
within the Soviet Bloc.

After the Schuman Plan for the coordination betwie French and German
coal and steel industries in 1950 and foundatiorthef European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC) in 1951, the principle of contiridl West German economic
power through European integration was institutized and widened by the
European Economic Community (EEC) in 1957. The HEGadened the original
Franco-German arrangement to include Italy and Ber@untries. Economic gains
for West Germany, from the European Common Markatewgreat and contributed

to the ‘German economic miracle’ that was going on.

Actually, Adenauer’s rejection of Stalin’'s note @0 March 1952, the
uprising of 17 June 1953 in East Berlin and Eastn@ay (East Germans
demanding more freedom, improvement in humane ¢tondi and economic
situation), which was the first of comparable tuicshattering the SU, had
destroyed all chances for early German reunificatithe next crisis, over Berlin,
came out in 1958. Refugees from the GDR had kempis over to West Berlin
through the borders of East Berlin. Kruschev’'s Betltimatum of 1958 to West
Germany (to stop influx of refugees) could not sallve problem. When the number

of refugees to West Germany rose to unprecedentgghts, the East German
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Communist Party Leader Walter Ulbricht wanted tomalate West Berlin by a
military coup, but was deflected from this atterbyytthe compromise solution of
Kruschev: sealing off the intra-Berlin boundariestvieen West and East Berlin.
This brought about the building of the Berlin Watl 13 August 1961.

The year 1963 marked a milestone in West Germaagder relations.
Chancellor Adenauer made a move with the Elyséatyref 1963, with which he
hoped to forge unbreakable links between West Geymand France. It was
important within the European context and the logic Franco-West German
relations since 1950, because both countries hadnbe the nucleus for any
meaningful integration of Europe. However, Frencasklent de Gaulle had drifted
into his own peculiar brand of nationalism: he katbed Britain’s entrance into the
EEC in 1963 and 1967, pulled out of NATO in 1966ltigated his own nuclear
force and followed a course of almost headlongisioh with the US. The Elysée
Treaty thus, provoked the controversy between tidlafiticists” and the
“Gaullists”. The West German policy-makers hadital fan uneasy balance between
the superpower beyond the Atlantic and their closesd greatest immediate
neighbor on the continent. Thus, commitment to‘¥West” was no longer so easy to
define and practice, if the West itself was dividedl the interests were conflicting.
However, the controversy between “Atlanticists” di@hulists” became irrelevant
due to another consequence of the US global pofiftgr the height of Cold War
confrontation between the US and the SU in the @udsssile Crisis of autumn
1962, the two superpowers opened a phase of de&tsnaand relations with the
Eastern Bloc gained importance. NATO’s 1967 HarReport can be reflected as a
milestone in NATO’s strategy towards the WarsawtPAlso, West Germans cited
Harmel Report as the bible of East-West relatioesabise the report put German
division to the centre of Western concerns and neefi defense and détente

variously, in a comprehensive manner.
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4.2.2 Willy Brandt Era

In 1969 elections, the SPD received 43% of thesjotdereas the FDP and
CDU/CSU received 6% and 46% of the votes, respelgti/. As the FDP preferred
to form a coalition with the SPD, Willy Brandt, winad served as foreign minister
and vice-chancellor between 1966 and 1969, bechmenéw chancellor of West
Germany and served until 1974. The new governmeotght the impetus for
improving the relations with the Eastern Bloc. Heer although there was a
relaxation in tensions between NATO and Warsaw Paainbers, in conformity
with the process of détente and although a ldiidteoalition government was in
power in West Germany, the perception of threatingrfrom the Soviet Union did

not disappear.

Brandt and his Social Democratic Party realized tha establishment of
closer contacts, between the Federal Republic agmin@ Democratic Republic,
required an improvement of relations with Easteurope and Bonn’s territorial
recognition of the status quo of Europe’s post-\Wakar 1l borders. For Chancellor
Brandt, “small steps were better than none” andalkisteps were better than big
words”. Brandt’s foreign policy was called @stpolitik that implied “two states in
one nation”, through which the GDR would preserig identity. As mentioned
above, Ostpolitik aimed at improving relations witie Eastern Bloc. Walter Scheel,
who became the President of West Germany on 151y, stated: “Ostpolitik is
an expression of the identity of our interests wilte interest of Europ&™
Government Declaration of October 1969 recognibedeixistence of “two states in
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Germany” and the Ministry for All-German Questiomas renamed as the Ministry
for Intra-German Relations. However, it should lmed that Ostpolitik was not,
completely, an alternative to Adenauer’'s Westgalifihe alliance with the West,
still, kept its importance and the new foreign pglorientation was tried to be kept

in a compatible manner with the principles and peai@rs of Westpolitik.

Egon Bahr, Willy Brandt’s chief adviser, had suggdsa strategy of “change
through rapprochement”, in 1988 According to Bahr, West German strategy
should be pursued within the context of “the polaly transformation” through
which East Germany should be transformed with ages of the SU and this was
supported by Chancellor Brandt who thought thatn@@er question could only be
solved with the SU, not against it. J. Joffe terntbs as “relaxation through
reassurance” between West and East Germany incylarti East and West in
general through which détente between states in &a$ West should lead to
détente between state and society in BAstThis was facilitated by a global détente
process. After the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, thea8d the US had recognized the
necessity of defusing tensions between the twosbhbich later led to the signing
of the SALT | in 1972. Thus, the relaxation of tems encouraged the Brandt
administration to improve relations with Easterrrdpe and implement Ostpolitik.
Ostpolitik contributed to the signing of a host lofateral treaties between West
Germany and the East European countries. Negatgabetween Bonn and Moscow
culminated in the signing of Moscow Treaty on 12gAst 1970. This accord
stipulated the mutual renunciation of force, theeptance by West Germany of the
Oder-Neisse line, the border between Poland antl Gasnany, and the existing
border between the Federal Republic and German Dextio Republic - all on the
condition that a permanent settlement of the bogierstions was reserved for an
eventual peace treaty for the whole of GermanyDégember 1970, Bonn signed a
treaty with Poland which restated West Germany&dgé to recognize the post-
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World War Il border between Poland and GernfahyBoth countries, also, agreed
to establish diplomatic relations and renouncedutde of force. Chancellor Brandt,
in his visit to Poland to sign this treaty, recagud “Germany’s terrible crime
against humanity during World War 11" and receiwedrldwide attentioff?

In September 1971, the four former allied powé¢hne US, SU, Britain and
France) signed the quadripartite agreement, whigranteed unimpeded access
between West Germany and West Berlin. Whereas #senn allies reaffirmed
West Berlin’s special status, the SU permitted WBzsiin to maintain its ties with
West Germany. Subsequent agreements between tlegaF&kpublic of Germany
and the German Democratic Republic dealt with ggulation of the transit traffic
of persons and goods, telephone services, as welkudural and commercial
cooperation between the two states. Brandt andE&ass German counterpart Willi
Stoph met twice in 1970 (in Erfurt and Kassel), hubgress towards an
understanding between the two German governmenikl aot be made unless
Bonn recognized the GDR as a sovereign state. Egetiations resulted in the
signing of the Basic Treaty in December 1972, atiogrto which West Germany
agreed to recognize the GDR de facto and acceptexithange of permanent
representatives (though not ambassadors) betweeriwth state$>. Within the
context of the Basic Treaty, there emerged intedistussions on the issue of
recognition of the GDR: Christian Democrats argtreat the diplomatic recognition
would lead to more substantive recognition of tgressive regime and this would
be morally unacceptable for people suffering urttlex regime. On the other hand,
Social and Free Democrats replied that the purglowhatic recognition did not
imply political and moral recognition of the syster®n the contrary, the
recognition, they argued, was the only practicalbley to begin alleviating the

hardships imposed by the system.
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Chancellor Brandt's major objective in openingatins with Eastern
Europe was to pursue Deutschlandpolitik. This wasrBs attempt to improve
relations with East Germany through which Brandtdtto enhance the number of
the East Germans, who had been cut off from thet \8iese the construction of the
Berlin Wall, to have positive approach towards Westmany. In order to increase
the number of East Germans, visiting West Germamgicome money” was paid to
every East German visitor by the West German gaowents with a total of DM 2
billion from 1970 to 1989. In addition to this, We&erman credits to GDR
increased for: compulsory exchange for pensioneds children, minefields along
“German-German frontier”, relaxation of border cofg for West German
travellers, and increase in numbers of East Gernallosed to travel West. The
CDU, as the opposition party in West Germany, addiyaenounced the signing of
the treaties with the SU and Poland, as well asidisa recognition of the GDR.
According to the CDU, those treaties violated thenmitment to unification as had
been stated in the Basic Law, the West German itatish. However, in 1972 the
CDU's attempt to unseat the Brandt coalition gowegnt failed, and since then, up
until reunification, Ostpolitik and Deutschlandpgiidibecame an integral part of the

foreign policy programme of all West German poétiparties.

At the Moscow Summit of May 1972, the US and thd, Sinder the
leadership of President R. Nixon and L. Brezhnéynesd accords in order to limit
strategic weapons and anti-ballistic missile systgf8ALT [). The same year,
President Brezhnev visited West Germany and empédsthe importance of
sustaining long-term Soviet-German economic codjfmraand necessity of
relaxation on disputable issues. In 1973, NATO membaccepted the Soviet
proposal for convening a Conference on Security @uibperation in Europe
(CSCE), in order to establish goals and standardsfour fields: security,
disarmament, economic cooperation and human righitshese attempts, together
with Bonn'’s détente policy (with Eastern Europedl éime Basic Treaty (between the
FRG and GDR), led to the signing of the 1975 Héisknal Act. It was signed by
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the heads of states and governments of 33 Eurapams and those of the US and
Canada. It recognized the post-World War Il stajus in Europe, and thus the
division of Europe and Germany. Also, by this Adlt,the participant states agreed
on organizing conferences (on above-mentioned d)eldnproving relations and
deciding on the future activities of this structdfeHenry Kissinger, advisor to the
Nixon administration in the US, was acting in thé Buropean Realpolitik spirit of
Metternich. However, his attitude changed througkiskiki. Following the US
defeat in Vietham and increasing domestic criticism the US administration,
Kissinger tried to secure Soviet acceptance of awipg human contacts,
information flows and cultural exchange (althoughdarlier thought human rights
was not an appropriate issue for discussions betvseates). With regard to the
Soviet perception of Helsinki; healing Europe’s mmmic division while sealing its
political division, and providing recognition of Wa frontiers, permanence of Soviet
domination and Soviet-type regimes were the bagjeatives of Moscow. For West
Germany Helsinki process as Chancellor Schmidtrdest it, was ‘an attempt to
cover West German actions multilaterally’ in hisnfidential Marbella paper of
1977. In the negotiation process, Kissinger netgdian West Germany’s behalf the
crucial sentence allowing for the possibility of gaaceful change of frontiers”. As
Foreign Minister Genscher observed in 1975: “No oar have a greater interest
than us Germans in the Conference achieving itd, gw@anely to improve the
contacts between the states and people in Eurogdeelidve that no one would
neglect their national duty more than us, werechleesitate to use even the smallest

chance for a development that could eventually #aséot of the divided nation®,

The Federal Republic and the GDR became membetedinited Nations
in 1973%° The establishment of the CSCE and the Helsirgtitirtionalized détente

in Europe had eroding effects on the communistesystafter the conclusion of the
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Helsinki Charter, when the Communist Bloc had totdvahuman rights against

economic aid from the West.

Parallel to the external developments and thernatenal atmosphere,
within which the foreign policy was formulated, t8€D-led coalition government’s
foreign policy course gave priority to the proce$sliétente. However, this did not
change the NATO-oriented consensus on the primadyeosecurity of the western
allies and recognition of the validity of simultaus pursuit of defense/deterrence
and détente. Deterrence and forward defense, wtle the two principal pillars of
Western alliance strategy, which remained at the o West German foreign and
security policy orientation. Deterrence implied tthgotential enemy was to be
dissuaded from aggression by a NATO posture anddiar defense implied that if
deterrence crumbled, the enemy’s attacking armere w0 be met and contained as
far to the east on NATO territory as possible. Fribis point, rather than being a
total challenge to Adenauer’'s Westpolitik, BrandDstpolitik should be evaluated
as the West Germany’s opening window to the eastedd of maintaining the
illusion of reunification, the SPD-led coalition\ggnment intended to improve the
human contacts between the people in both parGeomany. This, they thought,
could be achieved by recognizing the GDR as a siyerstate and seeking
cooperation with the East German administrationpractical matters. The Brandt
administration was at least partially successfutabee in the 1970s, the GDR
government relaxed its stringent policies and peeaiia limited number of its
citizens to visit West Germany in case of a fameiyergency. Brandt and his
Ostpolitik left its stamp on the foreign policy West Germany, but in 1974 W.
Brandt resigned as a result of the scandal thapdrisonal adviser was working for
the GDR as a sp¥/.
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4.2.3 Helmut Schmidt Era

Following the resignation of Willy Brandt, Helm8chmidt (from the SPD)
became the new Chancellor of West Germany. Schinédt to continue Ostpolitik,
but he tried to do so in a more compatible mannién ¥Westpolitik. For the new
Chancellor, the key word in the conduct of intetstrelations (and East-West
relations in particular) was: stability, stabiliof the overall diplomatic system of
Ostpolitik with its dual imperative of vertical arwrizontal synchronization. Like
Kissinger, Schmidt regarded the balance of powdhaskey to preserving peace in
Europe, and international order more generally; hadegarded détente between
superpowers as the necessary condition to redutath of Berlin and Germany. In
pursuing these twin goals, he gave priority to wlassical instruments, arms and
money. West German-Soviet trade in 1979 was 6 tmhd969 level. Bismarck had
described Germany’s role as that of an ‘honestdidéetween great powers to Eat
and West, whereas Schmidt described West Germaolgsas ‘honest interpreters’
but honest interpreters ‘of Western policy’, ‘arfd@erman interests’, perhaps also;
“in Europe’s name**®. The new chancellor reiterated Europe’s and Westi@any's
close partnership with Washington. According to r8ch, there could not be
security without an approximate balance of militapwer. He thought that a stable
east-west balance of power (in the military sphevay the precondition for any
successful détente policy. By the early 1980s, Shke had deployed nearly 1500
nuclear warheads on missiles, having a range oft&@200 miles, called as Soviet
SS-20 rocket$®. Thus, Schmidt became determined to strengthersébarity of
Atlantic partnership by demanding the deploymentrmyérmediate-range nuclear

128 Ash, Timothy G. (1993), op. cit., p.96
129 Sjekmeier, Mathias and Larres, Klaus (1996), é@p.100
103



missiles (INFs) in West Europe, in order to offées Soviet missile build-up in East

Europe.

As mentioned above, Schmidt promoted improving WeE&sermany’s
relations with its western allies. However, thisswaot a shift from Ostpolitik
orientation. Actually, the statement of the US Riest J. Carter in 1977 had
reminded, to the West German administration, ofrtéeessity of reducing tensions
with the SU and, if possible, improving relatiohs.1977, Carter had stated that the
defense of Western Europe might start at the Weeseln Rivers. However, it was
unacceptable for the FRG due to the fact that bind bf the West German territory
would have been lost without doing any defensivBoac The closeness of the
Soviet threat and the statistical forecasting alibatextent of nuclear destruction
increased the anxiety of West Germany. The moodiéénte atmosphere was
broken with the Afghanistan invasion by the SU iacBmber 1979. Although the
US imposed economic sanctions on the SU and watgtedlies to do so, Schmidt
administration continued growing commercial relai@with the SU). With the aim
of reducing the tensions between the two superpgvishmidt visited Moscow in
1980. This attempt was evaluated as the West Geadarnistration’s desire to
pursue both Westpolitik and Ostpolitik. In a sendest Germany was acting within
the framework of its NATO alliance and reflectingstern anxiety of Afghanistan
invasion and meanwhile, trying to keep relationthwihe SU and not to antagonize

Moscow.

104



4.2.4 Helmut Kohl Era

The disagreements within the SPD and between ti@ioa parties, the SPD
and the FDP, were increasing. Schmidt's party, Sbeial Democrats, eventually
opposed their own chancellor on the INF deploymsstie. Also, differences on
economic issues between coalition partners causedallapse of the center-left
government in 1982 that had been in power sinc® E4l resulted in #Vende a
change of government in Bonn. The Christian Dentsd@med a coalition with the
FDP under Helmut Kohl as the Chancellor, on 1 Oetdl®982. In transition from
social-liberal to conservative-liberal governmeméw Chancellor brought a blunt
neo-Adenauerian reaffirmation of the absolute jiyarf Western integration on the
one hand, and of the long-term commitment to récatibn on the other. In October
1982 government declaration; first of all, the cahimportance of the relationship
with the US and West Germany’s full commitment tATO alliance was
reaffirmed. Second, it reaffirmed West Germany'snoatment to move towards
what it called “European Union” inside the existiBgropean Community. Finally,

it roundly reasserted the Federal Republic’'s commaitt to the goal of German
unity*,

Although a shift from centre-left to centre-rigltatition took place in 1982,
Hans-Dietrich Genscher (the foreign minister sii@¥4) remained in post and
pursued with vigour the Ostpolitik. It was Genscivio asked the western allies to
take Gorbachev and his reforms seriously and whHedcéor stronger economic and
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technological cooperation between the East and Whst Europe. Genscher
remained at the centre of the German foreign palgyntil 1992 and he is accepted
as the architect of Germany’s multidimensional @oliAs a result of his attempts,
France and Germany led to the re-activation of WU and the formation of
Franco-German Security Council in 1988. Kohl arel@DU occasionally reiterated
their wish to see Germany reunited again. In 1885 Kohl government hosted East
German Party Chief Erich Honecker and thus elavéitednternational status of the
GDR, providing it a greater degree of legitimacyiththe active European policy of
the Kohl government, Germany’s weight in NATO irased and in 1988 Manfred
Wérner became the first German to become NATO $Sayr&enerdf.

Deutschlandpolitik,initiated by Brandt administration, was continuleg
Schmidt and Kohl goverments. Actually, there habéanade a distinction between
Deutschlandpolitik and Ostpolitik; whereas thetfwae implied the policy towards
East Germany, the latter implied policy towards t&as Europe and the SU and
whereas the first was pursued within the contexintdrnal politics, the latter was
pursued within the context of foreign policy. Altigh the rapprochement continued,
in 1987 reunification of the two Germanys seemebld@s remote as ever. Not too
long before the collapse of the Berlin Wall, Honexckven predicted that the Wall
would still exist in fifty or a hundred years. Alsthe West German Social
Democrats and Greens viewed the division of Gernsmnpermaneht’. However,
reforms in the SU, initiated by the Soviet PrestdehGorbachev (who came to
power in 1985), contributed to demands for polltiead economic changes in
Eastern Europe, including the GDR citizens. The GBbétebrated its fortieth
anniversary on 7 October 1989. Gorbachev, in hisesp commemorating the
anniversary, alluded to the vulnerability of the B communist regime when he

cautioned the GDR leaders that “life punishes thoke come too laté®. This
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created large-scale demonstrations among the Eesnhdd citizens, requesting
major political reforms. The opening of the Hungarborder to Austria on 2 May
1989 triggered the collapse of the Berlin Wall. TBerlin Wall, unexpectedly
collapsed on 9 November 1989. Less than three wadfdesthe collapse, Chancellor
Kohl presented a ten-point proposal to the Bundestaggesting the creation of
“confederate structures” with the goal of creatimgfederal state order”, which
would end the division of Germahy. The possibility of German reunification
raised the question of the creation of a “FourthcRe Initially, the SU rejected
reunification and British and French politicians damwfficals expressed their
reservations. Germany’s closest ally, the US, sgisonsupported German
reunification and strong cooperation between PeggiGeorge Bush and Chancellor
Kohl, as well as between the Foreign Ministers Jamaker and Genscher, was
important in reunification process. Soviet PresideBorbachev agreed to

reunification, in principle, in January 1990.

In May 1990, the East and West German governmégned a treaty on the
economic and social union between the two countiegh came into effect on 2
July 1990. The treaty permitted the East Germarexthange their valueless East
GermanOstmarkfor West German Deutsche-Marks on the basis ohexto-one
rate. The aim of East Germans to participate inptlesperity of the western world
brought about their desire for immadiate reunifaat During Kohl’s visit to the SU
in July 1990, the Chancellor proposed to limit @erman armed forces to 370.000.
In turn, President Gorbachev granted reunified Gemnfull sovereignty and agreed
that Germany was to sustain its membership in NAIRCL989 and 1990, Bonn was
Moscow’s single most important partner in the Wastl what Bonn wanted in
return was progress in Deutschlandpolitik. The F&@ the SU reached agreements
in September 1990 on the withdrawal of Soviet teofpm East Germany by the
end of 1994. Chancellor Kohl promised to finana#afing to 8 billion dollars) the
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gradual removal of troop¥. Also, in order to remove France'’s fears of arsjro
Germany in the middle of Europe, Kohl reassuredRtench President Mitterand
that reunified Germany would be bound to the Euasop€ommunity, the ideal of
the European integration and Franco-German coaperathe ‘Two-Plus-Four’
powers’ treaty (two Germanys, the US, SU France Buitcin), signed in Moscow
on 12 September 1990, granted full sovereigntyetmified Germany and was a

prerequisite for the actual reunification.

In West Germany, the year 1945 was often refemweasStunde Null*hour
zero’). That's why Ostpolitik was considered Bsste Stundeg‘hour one’). The
beginning of the Cold War had partitioned Germangl the Germans became the
principal beneficiaries of its demise. The long qass of diplomacy resulted with

the reunification of Germany on 3 October 1990.

4.3 Parameters of West German Foreign Policy in thePre-

Reunification Period

West Germany made a remarkable transition from wiefeat and
occupation to the establishment and stabilizatiba celiable political system and
recognition as an equal partner in the internatics@ammunity. The transition

process included the problems of rebuilding a dgstt country, restructuring a
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shattered economy, launching a workable governrhepstem, which met both the
needs of the German people and “the Western alllasaddition, terminating the
occupation, regaining for West Germany a placehia $ociety of nations as a
welcome participant and ally, and to do so throygiming the international

organizations were the primary objectives of thest\&ermany foreign and security

policy.

The process of transition can be divided into thresn phases: The first
commenced with the Nazi surrender and was chaiaeteby Allied occupation, the
destruction of Germany’s military might and the sfalling of a concerted program
to keep it demilitarized. It should be underlinédttalthough the occupying powers
failed to agree in advance to new European politamaangement to stabilize
continental relations, they were unanimous in tlagicision to deny Germany the
facility and opportunity of challenging the peacwl dhreatening the security of its
neighbours. Then it was no surprise that when th@®BLaw of the West Germany
was drafted in 1949, it denied a defense functethe new Federal Government.
During immediate post-surrender years, German ggemas of little concern to the
occupying powers and foreign relations were hantiethe Allies. However, with
the commencement of the Cold War and the birthhef West and East German
governments, the Western allies assumed respatysifoit West German security.
Parallel to this, the SU incorporated East Germatoyits orbit.

The second phase was within which a major policit sh which the
negotiations of a controlled West German militaoptcibution to Western defense
and the beginning of the integration of West Gerynauto an emerging European
community was epitomized. This phase consisted afr fmajor interrelated
developments. The first one was the issue of manageof the West German steel
industry. West Germany was admitted as a partndrarinternational Authority for
the Ruhr (which controlled German steel production]949. Secondly, two years
later, this was superseded by the European CoabStewl Community that marked

the first major step for European integration. @hjir the keystone of this phase was
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the negotiation of the European Defense Communitg &uropean Political
Community treaties those were signed in 1952 an8319These provided,
respectively, for a fully integrated European raiijt establishment, functioning as a
supranational force under a unified command, tocWwhiVest Germany would
consign manpower and resources (without creatingtianal army), and for a West
European federation with limited, though genuineitharity of governance.
However, the rejection of the Defense Communityalydy the French Chamber of
Deputies in 1954 was the final development. Thetifal Community Treaty went
to governments for approval, but failed to reemerBelated to the plan to
incorporate West German troops into a Europeanndeféorce, the issue was the
affiliation of West Germany with the North Atlantfdliance®*®.

Simultaneously with the negotiation of the Defe@@mmunity Treaty, the
western allies agreed in 1952 to invite West Gegymem become an associate
member under the North Atlantic Treaty and signg@dodocol to this effect at Paris.
However, when the French government defaulted enatiproval of the Defense
Community Treaty, agreement on the process of Wesiman affiliation with the
North Atlantic alliance was deferred. The final espof the second phase was the
internal West German constitutional maneuver to @ngr the Federal Republic to
exercise the defense function. Although the Wesinfaa Parliament had debated
and approved the Defense Community Treaty foricatibn, the legality of this
action had been challenged in the Federal Constitait Court. With the amendment
of the Basic Law in 1954, the West German governinveas granted exclusive
authority over the national defense of West Germany

As mentioned above, French rejection of the Defe@senmunity Treaty
obliged the western allies to turn from integratigest German troops into an
amalgamated European force to creating a sepaadittnal West German military
establishment. 1954 London and Paris negotiatioineduced the third phase of the

West German security development. The principalmaments of the solution were
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the creation of th®undeswehfthe West German Military Force), the framing of a
formula for its international control that was acgaished by incorporating it within
the combined North Atlantic Treaty forces, and iedion of a European political
institution for maintaining restrictions on certaiest German military functions.
The last of these was the Western European Unigeated by amending the
Brussels Treaty in 1954 to admit West Germany daly into membership and
prescribe certain controls on West German arms faanue™’. Actually, in the
third phase, the Atlantic Allies agreed to empoWést Germany to create its own
national, but not independent, military establishivand to accept it as a full partner
in the North Atlantic Alliance. This afforded We&ermany a new and better
position, respecting its national defense and Eeaopsecurity and achieving foreign
and security policy objectives.

At this point, to analyze the West German conceptaf ‘national
purpose/basic objectives/foreign policy system’lvide meaningful in order to
identify the parameters and understand the evalubibthe foreign and security
policy. In terms of national purpose, it can beestaas the restoration of German
unity in freedom and peace-or, more fully, as #hevwal by peaceful procedures of a
reunified, respected, and respectable Germany ntraoof its own internal affairs
and fulfilling its proper role in international etlons. Achieving and sustaining
national identity, preserving national security,im@ning the peace and enhancing
the general welfare can be stated as the courttasg objectives. The third layer,
namely the foreign policy system, emphasizes thblipuolicies designed to
achieve the above-mentioned fundamental g&als

In terms of national identity and international tsga to achieve
acknowledgement as honorable member of family dfong, acquire sovereign
status and acceptance as an equal partner in atitaral community; obtain
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diplomatic recognition by, and establish diplomagtations with, as many foreign
governments as possible (with reservation concgrgavernments recognizing East
Germany — up until the early 1970s); and gain aece® into membership of
international organizations, were the main objedgivof the West German
administrations. In terms of national security, W&ermany aimed to: forestall
aggression against integrity of the FRG; providedan security to feasible extent;
affiliate with other countries to establish guaes of collective security; create
West German military establishment — though notessarily an independent
military force (that is to say, to create withinnaultilateral framework); avoid
development of such powerful, independent milithosce as to produce forceful
counteraction; support mutual disarmament (betw#en two blocs), but not
neutralization of West Germany; and buttress natigecurity by affiliating with
defensive alliances (like NATO and WEU).

With regard to the issue of Berlin (and the staitiBerlin): West Germany
tried to maintain freedom from Communist aggressind tried to prevent control or
incorporation of West Berlin into East Germanyggriate West Berlin into Federal
Republic as constituent Land (state) — full intéigra or as complete as possible
while preserving four-power commitments regardinty af Berlin; prevent
establishment of “free city” in West Berlin, or evéor all Berlin — reject “third

Germany” concept.

In addition to the issue of Berlin, the basic pagtars of West Germany’s
reunification policy can be cited as follows: tohewe reunification by self-
determination of entire German people; negotiatepbgceful means; acquire by
democratic process (through popular elections, tdatisnal assembly, ratification
referendum) and then establishment of governmentuwhified state, election of
officials, and reject Communist obverse order; hdldision of Germany to be
unnatural and intolerable; oppose “two Germaniadicg; and regard reunification
as internal, not international, matter so far agn@& policies and actions are

concerned.
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The above-mentioned policy on reunification hadrbebaracterized from
the very beginning of the division. The Preamblahsd Basic Law of the Federal
Republic of Germany that was approved by the Radigary Council in Bonn on 8
May 1949, and entered into force on 21 Septemb4®,1€ated that

Conscious of its responsibility before God and befoan,

inspired by the resolve to preserve its national paolitical
unity and to serve world peace as an equal partnex
united Europe, the German people,

in the Laender Baden, Bavaria, Bremen, Hamburgseéies
Lower Saxony, North-Rhine-Westphalia, Rhineland-
Palatinate, Schleswig-Holstein, Wuerttemberg-Badel
Wuerttemberg-Hohenzollern,

has, by virtue of its constituent power, enacted Basic
Law of the Federal Republic of Germany

to give a new order to political life for a transital period.

It has also acted on behalf of those Germans tonwho
participation was denied.

The entire German people is called upon to achieydtee
self-determination, the unity and freedom of Geryldh

The Article 23 of the Basic Law stipulated thatr‘tbe time being the Basic
Law applies in the territory of the [above-mentidrieandel... It is to be put into

force in other parts of Germany on their accessfn”

139 Documents on Germany 1944-1985, United States frapat of State Publication 9446, 1985,
p.221

10 1bid., p.226
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The Article 1 (under the Fundamentals of State Aty of the
Constitution, that was promulgated on 7 October9l®4 the German Democratic

Republic also stated that:

Germany is an indivisible democratic republic, the
foundations of which are the German Laender.

The (German Democratic) Republic decides on alless
which are essential to the existence and developofethe
German people as a whole, all other issues beicglet®
upon by independent action of the Laender.

As a rule, decisions of the Republic are carrietl muthe
Laender.

There is only one German nationatity

While considering the issue of reunification, foe tWest German elite, West
German administrations and political parties, therm@an Question and the
European Question were closely related. For mosGefmans, “the division of
Germany was the division of European continent” &odovercome division of
Germany is simultaneously to overcome the divisibrEurope”. As Chancellor
Schmidt wrote in his memoirs: “... there was hardlgowernment in Europe which
genuinely regretted the partition of Germany. TWias more the case in Washington
or distant Peking....The world thus seemed to beequontent with the division of

Germany; illogically it was much less content witie division of Europe™?

The other parameters (and priorities) of West Gerfogeign policy can be
stated as follows: integrate the European Commasit- by supranational
“federalism”: unite West and Central Europe — Ibyited “confederation’*** end
division of Europe into two opposing, uncooperatiages; achieve European
political and power stabilization; develop influencn international affairs

commensurate with realities of West German poweatust play significant,

11 bid., p.278
142 Ash, Timothy G. (1993), op. cit., p.19
143 plischke, Elmer (1969), op. cit., p.253
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recognized and respected role in internationatipaliaffairs; and join international

organizations for collective purposes.

Within the context of the formulation and implenaian of foreign and
security policies, West German administrations agpadly stated that the “will to
preserve peace and to promote international uradetstg is...the first and the
primary concern of the West German foreign polity” Parallel to this, they
renounced the use or threat of force for the attaimt of its political aims, they
claimed that their policies and objectives were miénded as a threat to any

country, and that they seek ‘change’ only by pedasdgotiation.

In the 1950s Chancellor Adenauer enunciated Wesh@&wsy's trio of vital
interests as: (1) the security of West Germanytt{g)maintenance of the (existing)
political, legal and economic ties between Berlid aVest Germany; and (3) the
achievement of reunification, together with nonegtion of the East German
regime and settlement of frontier questions in acpetreaty with an all-German
government. The Adenauer Government also laid dowst of the basic objectives
of West Germany as follows; principles of nationdéntity and respectability,
European integration, international cooperatioadérdevelopment, Franco-German
rapprochement and self-determination (in orderetitect Berlin and reunification
issues as internal problenf§) Thus, it can be argued that in the 1950s, thetWes
German government tended to conceive of West Gepukey from the focal point
of the ‘national security/reunification/Berlin’ iionship, and, tried to do so through
aligning itself with the Western powers. Howeverthe 1960s, the focus shifted so
that the policy complex was more accurately depletaas a “national security /

German reunification / European unity / power-pgest détente” configuration.

14 1bid., p.258
5 bid., p.262
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In addition to the above-mentioned foreign polidyjextives, in terms of
general principles, in defining security policy,etWest German administrations
insisted West German independence and territantalgrity (together with that of
West Berlin) had to be inviolable. West Germanyelolags security largely on two
principles, namely, alliance with the North Atlanpowers and balanced East-West
arms limitation. Fundamentally, West German all@policy consisted of acquiring
and contributing to credible and guaranteed callectleterrent vis-a-vis potential
aggressors and possessing reliable nuclear paneastithout becoming a nuclear
power. From this point, defense by means of a westealition, with the crucial
participation of the US, was the most preferredampof West Germany because, it
appeared to be the least expensive and trustwartapgement for effective security
assurance and military deterrence. Thus, the NATI@&nke and the enthusiastic
participation of the US (for European security agathe Soviet expansionism) were

the main pillars of the West German security policy

West Germany, emerging from occupation in 1949, hade restrictions on
its foreign and defense policy making than it woumdrmally be the case. It,
therefore, began with less freedom of choice. Harewn order to take full
advantage of policy flexibility, West German foneignd security policy-makers
tried to project all potential policy options anstablish both the optimal and the
minimally acceptable priorities respecting theisidability and feasibility. Thus, to
turn the foreign and security policy formulatioropess into a process of widening
alternatives became the prior objective of the W&stman policy-makers. In order
to achieve this objective, West Germany signeditreavith its Western allies in the
early 1950s and with its Eastern neighbours ingady 1970s. Whereas the first
enabled West Germany to operate as an “indepenceat® in the West, latter
enabled it to operate as an “independent” statkarEast. West Germany wanted its
Western neighbours and allies to be as concerngmbssible about the European
question, while at the same time settling the Garopzestion into the centre of the

European one. However, it should be mentionedatiabugh the 1970 treaties were
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the elements omodus vivendithey were in no sense part of any would-be final,

legally binding peace settlement for Germany.

During the Cold War, West German administrationsenmeonfronted with
East-West antagonism as the dominating conflidtunope. The Soviet Union was
regarded as the main challenger. However, althtMgbt Germany was still a front-
state, even under the conditions of strategic ypagbnomic leverage was increasing
in value. In addition to this, following the mid-83s, another view evolved among
the government parties: security was begun to be as a “broad term”. That is to
say, the traditional understanding of threat assistimg of clearly defined
antagonists with hostile intentions and a capdatyattack was slowly giving way
to a risk assessment based on emerging challemgksnstabilities in the Euro-
Atlantic region and the global architecture. Thuaditional worst case thinking was
replaced by scenarios of the wonstobable cases and security turned into a
“wholistic approach of protecting and shaping”. the former Defense Minister V.
Ruhe reached the conclusion, in his defense guigglia broad concept of security
had to incorporate aspects of domestic stability vasll as transnational

dimension&™®,

To conclude, this chapter gave a historical badkgdoof West German
foreign and security policy, under the light of ttenceptual framework provided in
Chapter 2, in order to understand and explain: mée political culture of the
country that was based on cooperation rather tbarpetition, on pursuit of wealth
rather than pure military power, on integration hit the European and Atlantic
Community rather than pursuing a ‘go it alone’ pglia political system based on
liberal democratic polity and a foreign and segurfiolicy on civilian and
multilateral orientation; The structural conditio(es divide between the two blocs
and a rigid bipolar international structure) thatessitated the integration of West
Germany into the western bloc (for both West Gewynamd the western bloc), the

148 Gutjahr, Lothar, “Stability, Integration and GldtiResponsibility: Germany’s Changing
Perspectives on National InterestReview of International Studiegol.21, No.3, July 1995, p.313
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parameters of West German foreign and securitycpalhaped not only by the new
political culture but also by the international usture and the mechanisms
(international institutions such as the UN, NATOC Eand the OSCE) the
international setting provided for Germany to per#s national interests; The West
German interests during the Cold War that werendeffito be keeping the security
of the country and well-being of its citizens, egoric welfare and achieving

reunification as the strategic objective of therdou

In the above-mentioned sense this chapter set tbghway international
setting (neorealist considerations) shaped Westn@&erforeign and security policy
and Germany'’s interests through the constraintthefinternational structure and
mechanisms provided by the international instingidor Germany to address its
foreign and security policy concerns and its natiomterests. In addition, the
chapter implied the way the new political cultunedainternalized values of the
country (constructivist considerations) shaped Weastman foreign and security
policy. It was/is argued that the German Questi@s wlso on the agenda of the
international and European community following Werld War I. The way to solve
it was perceived to punish Germany through the ales. The German Question
was on the agenda once again after World War H,this time the existence of a
Soviet threat made West Germany a country to kegrated into the western bloc
(for the western community). Thus, the bipolar stal framework created positive
attitude in West Germany towards the western (aernational) community and
vice versa, and in this way, contributed to thesodidation of liberal-democratic
polity in West Germany. Moreover, the existencenebrealist and constructivist
factors did not mean the non-existence of reatistors and some generic interests
(the security and well-being of West German teryitand its citizens and the goal of

reunification) in West German foreign and secupityicy.

The historical background, for the studies dealuitty the issue of continuity
and change in foreign and security policy, enatfiesdentification of parameters of

policy and provides the base for the study to wé@st has remained the same and
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what has changed with regard to the political degon of the country and the
policy line. Thus, under the light of the conceptflmmework, policy-making
process and the historical background, the follgwamhapter will deal with the

German foreign and security policy in the post-Cdldr era and the use of force
issue.
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CHAPTER 5

GERMAN FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY IN THE
POST-COLD WAR ERA AND THE USE OF FORCE

This chapter is going to deal with the issue ofr@ar foreign and security
policy in the post-Cold War era and German policy a vis the use of force. The
concern of this study is whether Germany has susdaits civilian and multilateral
orientation or has it shifted from this orientatifmilowing the reunification of the
country and the end of the bipolar internationalicture. This chapter will analyze
the post-Cold War German foreign and security poparameters and practices,
especially with regard to the use of force in orterdentify whether there is a
fundamental change in Germany’s political oriewtatiparallel to the structural
change in the international system. The conceftaaiework will guide this part of
the study and as pointed out in previous partdhefstudy, it will be reflected and
argued that the coexistence of the realist, nesteahd constructivist factors
continue in the post-Cold War era: The generic omal interests of Germany
(security and well-being of the German territorg greople and economic welfare of
the country) continue to exist. Besides this, amtsivist considerations and factors
(political culture and national institutions) canie to shape German foreign and
security policy. Moreover, the neorealist framewodnstrains German foreign and
security policy (through international structureidaprovides mechanisms for

Germany (international institutions) to pursuenggional interests. Under the light
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of these factors, it will be set forth that Germdmag made small modifications in its
foreign and security policy in order to meet thevrierms of risks and challenges of
the post-Cold War structure and demands from itstnpes to take more
responsibility. The chapter will then deal with ceptual clarification. Here, | will
try to provide a framework for the concept of dail power (how it is defined by
various analysts and which definitions are mordasnable for Germany when the
complexity of international system and uniqueneis&erman foreign and security
policy are taken into account) in order to reflactv and to what extent German
foreign and security policy fits civilian power-typbased on the practices with
regard to the use of force (especially the Kosowar)WTrhe chapter will end with the
issue of German multilateralism (that is presersted guarantee for Germany and
the international community) and Germany'’s attemgptsoordinate and overlap its

affiliations and responsibilities in various intational organizations.

5.1 German Foreign and Security Policy in an Era obncertainties

Within a wider context, it is no doubt that interaad external developments
in Germany have been directly or indirectly inflaed by the direct or indirect
consequences of the events that occured in 1988ouégdh it had been unthinkable,
or not usually thinkable, for many decades, théapske of the Communist sphere of
power paved the way for a democratic and free &ufor many people, and for
German people as well. Meanwhile, the existenceviole economic and social
differences between the West and the East of Eurapé the often conflicting
claims of various nationalities to self-determinati have caused serious risks to

stablity in Europe. Although the international coomity has not faced a global
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nuclear threat, it has been called upon to providemanitarian assistance and in
many cases to make a military contribution, moenthver, to restore peace, due to
acts of aggression by individual states, old ang genflicts between states and
numerous internal conflicts. The collapse of the Communist Bloc (and the rigid
structure within the international system) paved thay for a new international
system with new issues on the agenda and new antpiay. German foreign and
security policy is constructed to tackle with nesgues in an international system
that is characterized by uncertainty and unsudétga

The above-mentioned concern on the new interndtgyséem, new forms of
threats to peace and stability and the way for Gegrto master these challenges
was pointed out in the 1994 White Paper of the Fdddinistry of Defense. Within
the Paper, it was perceived that changed circurcssamecessitate a broader
understanding of securf§’. Thus, although the Warsaw Treaty Organization
became defunct and a part of history by 1992, Geymamained (and still remains)
a front-state in one sense: it wasl/is still on beder of a region, in which ethnic,
national and religious strife was/is continuing.o&Bemic difficulties and social
dislocation with its particular symptoms such agnaion to the West replaced
Germany’s former enemy perception. Due to the (antther increasing) masses of
immigrants from Eastern and Southern Europe, onckoligr 1992 the former
Foreign Minister Klaus Kinkel stated that “our destic stability is beginning to
rock”**. This made Germany pursue a foreign and secugticyp strategy that
called for “neighborhood stability” and the strategoncerns focused on “security
in and for Europe”. Chancellor Kohl stated the @sdg of “A preventive security

policy...includes economic and social stability”

147 Questions on German History: Paths to Parliament@gmocracy(1998), op. cit., pp.438-439

148 Eperwein, Wolf-Dieter and Kaiser, Karl (2001), @fi., p.8
149 Gutjahr, Lothar (1995), op. cit., p.314
%0 bid., pp.314-315
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The above-mentioned concerns of the 1994 White iR #pee former Foreign
Minister Kinkel and the former Chancellor Kohl wemgain claimed in the White
Paper 2006 on German Security Policy and the Futiutiee Bundeswehr, issued by
the Federal Ministry of Defence, which states that

Twelfe years have passed since the publicationheflast White
Paper on the Security of the Federal Republic ain@ey and the
Situation of the Bundeswehr. During that time, tihésrnational
environment has changed dramatically. Globalizaliea opened up
new opportunities for Germany, too. At the sameetirtine radical
changes in the security environment have created m&ks and
threats that are not only having a destabilizifgatfon Germany’s
immediate surroundings but also impact on the #gcwf the
international community as a whole. A successfapomse to these
new challenges requires the application of a walege of foreign,
security, defense, and development policy instrumem order to
identify, prevent, and resolve conflicts at an ypathgé®.

The Federal Chancellor Dr. Angela Merkel states ‘tG@&rmany and Europe
currently face significant new security challeng&® have to meet the threats posed
by international terrorism, the proliferation of ag®ns of mass destruction, regional
conflicts and organized crime. This is in our ovational, as well as European and
transatlantic interest.” Following the identificati of the problem, Chancellor
Merkel continues with the necessity of strengthgrtime alliances: “We act jointly
with our partners and allies, because we canndtwiéa the security risks on our

own .152!1

As the statement of Chancellor Merkel sets forttiofving the end of the
Cold War, traditional issues may not have disapxe&nom the foreign and security
policy agenda of the states and international comityubut increasingly problems

requiring cooperation between state and non-sttgsaand approaches which go

31 \White Paper (2006), op. cit., p.9
192 |bid., p.2
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far beyond the confines of nation state have coonefront. Nuclear and energy
security, preventive crisis management, sustainebbmomic growth, protection of
environment, fight against international terrorisnme-illegal migration, and
prevention of proliferation of weapons of mass degtion (wmd) have become
critical issues in the conduct of inter-state nelad. Although the central task of
foreign relations is that of maintaining peace bgventing political instability and
military conflicts, the post-Cold War internationsiructure and the international
developments necessitated the concept of securitipet understood in a much

broader sensg’

The new security agenda is identified by the WRi@er 2006 as

International terrorism presents a fundamentallehgé and threat to
freedom and security. Increasingly, the prolifematof weapons of
mass destruction and of the means of their delivexry become a
potential threat to Germany as well as other natidn addition,

Germany has been confronted with the aftermathntvhstate and
regional conflicts, the destabilization, and theeinal disintegration
of states as well as its frequent by-product —piineatization of force.

Strategies that were previously effective in wagdioff external

dangers are no longer adequate against the curasgtnmetric

threats. Today’s security policy must address ned iacreasingly
complex challenges. Effective security provisioeguire preventive,
efficient, and coherent cooperation at both theionat and

international levels, to include an effective figagainst the root
causes. It is imperative that we take preventivilbacagainst any
risks and threats to our security and that we additeem in a timely
manner and at their sourc&s

As the new foreign and security policy agenda igmheined in this way, the
core values, interests and goals of German potidackle with these problems and
pursue German interests are clarified in the WRaper. The White Paper refers to

the Basic Law that lays down Germany's commitmenthe preservation of peace,

133\/on Ploetz, Hans-Friedrich (2001), op. cit., p.70
%4 White Paper (2006), op. cit., p.9
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the unification of Europe, the observance and gtreming of international law, the
peaceful settlement of disputes and integration atsystem of mutual collective

security. The Basic Law guides the goal of safedjagrGerman interests through:

preserving justice and freedom, democracy, secanty prosperity for the citizens

of Germany and protecting them from dangers;

ensuring the sovereignty and integrity of Germanttey;

preventing regional crises and conflicts that mdfech Germany’s security,

wherever possible, and helping to control crises;

confronting global challenges, above all the thygaged by international terrorism

and the proliferation of WMD;

helping to uphold human rights and strengthenntermational order on the basis of

international law;

promoting free and unhindered world trade as asbfmi Germany’s prosperity
thereby helping to overcome the divide between paad rich regions of the

world*®>.

It is a clear fact that German foreign and secyalicy can be visualized in
its historical depth since its systemic regulasitiave been functionalized by a long
differentiation in periodic cycles and also theipeic occasional transformation.
The German state has acted in accordance withraldfuental goal” and “policy
line” relevant to the intenally and externally cgarg circumstances and position of
the state. Flexible policy adaptation, designed mmagmatic approaches in
accordance with the changing international situmtis the major instrument for the

optimization of state “zones of action”. Socio-cu#tl, socio-political and socio-

135 White Paper (2006), op. cit., p.28
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economic dynamics of the internal structures frathlEuropean and German sides

have become effective in formation of foreign aadwsity policies.

The White Paper describes one of the basic chaistate of German foreign
and security policy as taking into account the galneng-term conditions as well as
changing interests. The constants of German pofiaking are mentioned to be
Germany’s geographical location at the heart ofoRerand the experience gained
from German and European history, Germany’s woudiéwntegration as a trading
and industrialized nation, and international ollgyas of Germany arising
particularly from Germany’s membership of the Uditdlations, the European
Union and NATO. As another concern of foreign aadusity policy, it is also stated
in the White Paper that German policy-making mermrhas to take into account
all developments in geographically remote regionspfar as they affect German
interests. These are considered to be not statit,contingent on international
constellations and developments in the sense thahe age of globalization,
interests of any country can no longer be defirielin geographical term¥.

The introduction part of the North Atlantic Tregasigned on 4 April 1949,

states

The parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith tine purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations &meir desire to live
in peace with all peoples and all governments.

They are determined to safeguard the freedom, confreatage and
civilization of their peoples, founded on the pipies of democracy,
individual liberty and the rule of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-being ie thorth Atlantic
area.

They are resolved to unite their efforts for cdilee defense and for
the preservation of peace and sectitity

136 \White Paper (2006), op. cit., p.28
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Parallel to the aims, structure and opportunities ferth by the North
Atlantic Treaty, the White Paper defines the céng@al of German foreign and
security policy as to shape the transatlantic eastnip in the Alliance with the
future in mind, and to cultivate the close andtingsrelationship with the US. It is
clearly stated that in the present era and in theré, security in Europe can be
provided if only the issues are addressed togetitarthe US. A further overriding
goal of German foreign and security policy is cladnto be to strengthen the
European area of stability through consolidatiord aaxpansion of European
integration and through a proactive neighbourhoolicp of the European Union
with the states of Eastern Europe, Southern CascaSentral Asia and the
Mediterranean region. Meanwhile it is stated thatrzany is striving to develop and

deepen a lasting and durable security partnerstifpRussid>®

As Germany is member of various international togbns, German foreign
and security policy is multilateral in charactergéther with the other member
states of the European Union, the White Paper lgleaentions, Germany is
committed to active multilateralism. It is a fatiat no state in the world in the
meantime is able to ensure its security on its dwithis sense, it is no surprise that
Germany safeguards its foreign and security polioyerests primarily in
international and supranational institutions arayglan active role in contributing to

and shaping their polici€s.

As has been mentioned earlier repeatedly, changmditions in the
international system and new forms of threat conaibgut with these developments
have considerable implications on threat perceptiostates, and thus, foreign and
security policy understanding and making of staf@ghin this framework, the two

prominent characteristics of German policy-makingn cbe stated as: Firstly,

138 \White Paper (2006), op. cit., p.28
%9 bid., p.29
127



German security policy is to be regarded as forvao#ting. The new risks and
threats to Germany and Europe are perceived to theare origin in regional and
global developments, and often far beyond the Erangarea of peace and stability.
These threats are considered to be multifariousdgndmic, and likely to spread if
not addressed promptly. This necessitates a prigeesgcurity framework that can
be guaranteed most effectively through early wayrand pre-emptive action, and

must incorporate the entire range of security gahstruments.

Secondly, German security policy is based on a cehgmsive security
understanding. Through this, threats and risks gose German, European,
transatlantic and global security, in larger cohtenust be addressed with a suitably
matched range of instruments; those include diptmnaconomic, development
policy and policing measures as well as militaryamge and, where called for, also
armed operations. Although there is not a categbrgjection of armed operations,
no doubt within a multilateral context, the Whitapger makes a strong reference to
the civilian character of German foreign and sagyolicy and claims that armed
operations entail dangers to life and limb and temve far-reaching political
consequences. In this sense it is clearly statad ttte Federal Government will
continue in future to examine in each individuateavhether German values and

interests require the operational involvement efBundeswetf°.

Since the scope of this study makes the point (ttt is also strongly
mentioned in the White Paper, repeatedly stateGéynan policy-makers and can
be noticed through an analytic analysis of Gern@ityprecord, since the end of the
World War II) using civilian means in the pursuft @erman national interests and
German foreign and security policy, and realiziagefgn policy objectives within a
multilateral context are the two basic and mostpnent characteristics German
political rhetoric is established on. The followipgrt of the study deals with the

issue of Germany and the use of military force wih initial conceptual

180 White Paper (2006), op. cit., p.29
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clarification, in order to clarify how far the ptace meets the conceptual framework

and definition regarding the German policy record.

5.2 Conceptual Clarification: Civilian Power

Dealing with the concepts and vesting meaninghém is not an easy task
due to the subjective nature of the issue andcditfy, if not impossibility, of
meeting the practice with the theory, dependingh@nobjectives and understanding
of the analyst. As this study aims to analyze wiietBermany has shifted from its
civilian and multilateral orientation of foreign @rsecurity policy during the post-
Cold War era, and Germany’s history-making poliegidions and acts (for Europe
and international community) since the end of WowWhr 1l (West German
governments during the Cold War), there becomesn#essity of some sort of
conceptual clarification to identify and explainvhthe concept of civilian power is
contextualized. It is fair to argue that the corncebpcivilian power operates as a
macro-theory byproduct rooted in constructivismi blso strongly connected to
realism and neorealism in a way to reverse themdmf the use of military power in
inter-state relations. The basic focus of civilpower is on the nature of the role
concept, identity, moral convictions and historice@mories those are in play during
foreign and security policy-making. The value ofilan power concept stems from
its capability to analyze and explain specific pplprocesses and outcomes and
providing a conceptual framework for political pesses in connection with

constructivism and realism.
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K. J. Holsti has mentioned six ways an internati@wdor may prefer to use
to influence other international actors: using passon (eliciting a favourable
response without explicitly holding out the posiiof punishments); offering
rewards; granting rewards; threatening punishmemtlicting non-violent
punishment; or using fort®. Christopher Hill mentions the features of an
international actor as: to be delimited from itsteemal environment, to be

autonomous in making its laws, taking decisions eaalying a legal international

personalit)]l62 and sets forthtwo categories and four methods international actor
use to exercise power and influence over othernat®nal actors: An actor can
compelanother actor to do something, using force (thek)stor deterrence (the
threat of the use of force). Or it cawayanother actor’s decisions, using persuasion
(the carrot) and deference (latent influen®)in a similar vein, Joseph S. Nye
defines “soft power” as an actor that co-opts nathan coerces other actors. For
Nye, a country may obtain the outcomes it wantsvamld politics due to the fact
that other countries admire its values, emulateextample, aspire to its level of
prosperity and openness. Nye calls this as comnpameer that is essentially the

power of attraction, distinguishing it from coengiand inducemeft’.

The mainstream studies regarding the civilian povegrcept, as seen above,
deal with the foreign policy instruments. As Karen Smith correctly points out,
foreign policy instruments can be used in variousysv the ‘stick’ is not just
military, nor is the ‘carrot’ solely economic. Eaanic instruments encompass the
promise of aid, sanctions and other alternativathisvthe same manner, military
instruments differ from the actual use of forcecmmpel or deter an enemy to

training and aiding military forces in other coue$rin order to ensure defense of the

181 Holsti, K. J.,International Politics: A Framework for Analysh Edition, Englewood Cliffs, NG:
Prentice Hall, 1995, pp.125-126

82 Hill, C., “The Capability-Expectations Gap, or @eptualizing Europe’s International Role”,
Journal of Common Market Studjé#ol.31 No.3, 1993, p.309

183 Hill, Christopher;The Changing Politics of Foreign Polickioundmills: Palgrave, 2003, p.137
184 Nye, Joseph S. (2004), op. cit., p.5
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national territory against a military threat. Withthis context, if an actor has only
civilian instruments, this does not mean it willlymse these instruments to sway
others; in contrast, civilian instruments can dlsaused coercivel§’. In response to

this issue, Christopher Hill mentions that “civilianodels” rely on persuasion and
negotiation in dealing with the third countries.this sense and according to Hill's
definition, civilian powers rely on soft power, grersuasion and attraction, on
economic and diplomatic capabilities in pursuit tbkir goals, rather than on

coercion, sticks and carrét&

Another crucial peculiarity attributed to civiligrower definition is related to
policy-making process. Christopher Hill mentionattkivilian actors are willing to
envisage open diplomacy and to encourage a motestigated public discussion of
foreign policy matter€’. The democratic control over foreign policy-makiram
open and visible foreign policy discourse are @uelements in characterizing and

defining civilian power concept.

Both the instruments used in implementation of ifpreand security policy
and process of foreign and security policy-makirgessitate a clarification between
exercising civilian power and being a civilian paowas Karen Smith correctly
points out. For Smith, civilian is non-military anttludes economic, diplomatic and
cultural policy instruments; military involves these of armed forces. However,
drawing a clear-cut line between civilian and raiyt power is not easy, for

example, peacekeeping forces are generally comrsider be a ‘civilian foreign

15 Smith, Karen E., “Still ‘Civilian Power EU?”, A#&per Presented at the CIDEL Workshop “From
Civilian to Military Power: The European Union aCaossroads?”, 22-23 October 2004, Oslo,
Norway, p.4

188 Hill, Christopher, “European Foreign Policy: Povigloc, Civilian Model — or Flop?”, in Rummel,
Reinhardt (ed.)The Evolution of an International ActdBoulder: Westview Pres, 1990, pp.42-44

%7 bid., p.44

188 Stavridis, Stelios, “Why the ‘Militarising’ of thEuropean Union is Strengthening the Concept of
a ‘Civilian Power Europ®, Robert Schuman Centre Working Paper No. 2001Fgrence:

European University Institute, 2001, p.9; SmithzelaEuropean Union Foreign Policy: What It Is
and What It DoesLondon: Pluto Pres, 2002, p.271
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policy instrument’. According to Smith, this siti@at necessitates the maintenance
of a distinction between civilian power strictlyegking, and anything that involves
the use of the military power. Peacekeeping foroay or may not be armed, but
these are still troops trained to kill. Besidesthihe 1990s have witnessed the trend
through which the UN or ad hoc operations have degafrom traditional
peacekeeping principles and allowed for the usemmire ‘robust’ forms of
intervention. From this perspective, on the onedh#mere is a range of instruments
with pure civilian power, with completely civiiameans; and on the other hand
there is military power, with military means. Whileere are numerous instruments
between these ends, the point to be mentionedifietieere is a clear line between
civiian and non-civilian instruments of foreign darsecurity policy, as Smith

argues-®®

When it comes tdoeing a civilian power, Smith mentions that this concept
has been most frequently defined to entail not flastmeans that an actor uses, but
also the ends that it pursues to reach its foraigph security policy goals; and less
frequently has been defined to mention the wayetheeans are used, and the
process by which foreign policy is made. Smith $etth four elements to being a
civilian power: means; ends; use of persuasion;canlilan control over foreign and
security policy-making. From these four, the praoiesr determining what forms
civiian and what does not is difficult to identifiyn the last three. Within this
framework, besides skipping the difficulties of addishing what civilian might
mean beyond the realm of policy instruments, Srdghines an ‘ideal type’ as: a
civiian power is an actor which uses civilian medfor persuasion, to pursue
civiian ends, and whose foreign policy-making @ee is subject to democratic

control or public scrutin/®.

When Karen Smith puts on one end of the continuwhan power (with

civiian means, civilian ends, persuasion/soft powad democratic control) and

169 Smith, Karen E. (2004), op. cip,2
0 bid., pp.2-5
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military power (with military means, military endspercion/hard power and no
democratic control) she mentions North Korea, Sadsldraq, Hitler's Germany as
ideal-type military powers. For Smith, ideal-typeiltan powers are much harder to
find. Europe’s neutral states Austria, Finland,ldnel, Sweden and Switzerland
comeclosestto pure civilian power, but they cannot be clainsdpure civilian
powers due to the fact that they all have militaoyvers (although with a defensive
posture for national territory), have participatadJN operations around the world
and first four participate in the development oé tBU’'s security and defense
policy'™ . In her analysis, Smith seems to follow David rslity’s logic who
mentions that if the problem (of war) is the existe of self-interested sovereign
states, then effectively creating a larger versbra “sovereign state”, an armed
“superpower” of sorts, is not the answer, and int faust makes the problem
bigger">

For Smith the existence of military power, by angates even with a
completely defensive posture, hinders that stateet@an ideal-type civilian power.
Smith’s perspective is definitely bold and helps ftonceptual clarification.
However, for most analysts, the rules of the jurgle far from this ‘ideal-type’

conceptualization.

Gareth Evans, who was Foreign Minister of Austrddetween 1988 and
1996 and best known internationally for his roleselping to develop the UN peace
plan for Cambodia, bringing to a conclusion thesiinational Chemical Weapons
Convention, finding the Asia Pacific Economic Co@teon (APEC) forum and
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), and initiating the Canfa Commission on the
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons, mentioned in Decenit988 that Australia aimed

to contribute to the cause of ‘good internationiéizenship®’®. Andrew Linklater

" bid., p.6

172 Mitrany, David, “The Prospect of Integration: Fealeor Functional?”, in Nye, Joseph S.,Jr. (ed.),
International RegionalisprBoston: Little, Brown and Company, 1968, p.viii
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follows this logic and takes this perspective fartlvithin a theoretical framework:
For Linklater, liberal-cum-social democratic statase obliged not only to comply
with their basic moral and political principles pjacing real constraints on self-
interest; they are also obliged to promote, wh&emstances permit, liberal-cum-
social democratic principles in other societies andhe conduct of international
relations more generally”. Linklater argues thissslccreate “the risk of cultural
imperialism and excessive interference and intareehbut this risk can be reduced
if “the emphasis is placed on proceeding whereetieinternational consensus and
if the exponents of good international citizenskdpe sensitive to issues of

unwarranted exclusion™.

Parallel to Linklater's perspective, Tim Dunne aditk Wheeler mention
that “states that are good citizens not only haveplace order [the rules of
international society] before the pursuit of narraemmercial and political
advantage, they are also required to forsake thdsantages when they conflict
with human rights”. For Dunne and Wheeler, goocenmational citizens, states,
pursue “the following goals: strengthening interoadl support for universal human
rights standards; obeying the rules of internalieoaiety; acting multilaterally and
with UN authorisation where possible; and recogwysihat a sustainable ethical
foreign policy requires the deepening of civil ighand constitutional reform ‘at

home™. These claims of Dunne and Wheeler do netrsto be so problematic, but
they go further and argue that “good internatiotiakens are morally required to
use force in exceptional cases where it is juddeat @ll credible peaceful
alternatives have been exhausted, where delayiimgawill lead to large numbers of

civilians being killed, and where there is a reatea prospect of succes§” The

173 Keal, Paul, “Can Foreign Policy Be Ethical?”, ied, Paul (ed.)Xthics and Foreign Poligy
Canberra: Allen and Unwin, 1992, pp.12-13

| inklater, Andrew, “What is a Good Internationati@en”, in Keal, Paul (ed.)Ethics and Foreign
Policy, Canberra: Allen and Unwin, 1992, pp.38-39

175 Wheeler, Nicholas J. and Dunne, Tim, “Blair’s Biit: A Force for Good in the World?”, in
Smith, Karen E. and Light, Margot (eds.), Ethicd &oreign Policy, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001, pp.171-183
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logical outcome from this claim could be that retjag the issue of humanitarian
intervention, UN Security Council authorisationdissirable but not required. Thus,
the Kosovo War (as will be analysed in the follogviparts of this study) was

justifiable for good international citizens.

As seen from explanations of civilian power cong¢dépis highly contested.
Hanns Maull has been the first analyst to applycivecept to Germany and argued
that Germany had become a new type of internatipoaier. Maull's emphasis has
been on how the construction of German role idgntitforeign policy has been
shaped by historical memories, the memories thaisamn the catastrophic defeat
and moral ruin following from a previous ‘great pawrole identity resting on
belief in a GermanSonderweg(‘special way’) and on exploiting Germany’s

Mittellage (‘central position’) in Europe.

Distinguishing post-World War Il German foreign aselcurity policy from
Hobbesian and Lockeian notions, Maull gives a Kanttontent to German policy
record. Maull correctly identifies that German figreand security policy is based
on the moral conviction that cooperation best serite interests rather than
regarding multilateralism as a convenience. Thaaa# reflects historical experience
and learning about the value of strong internatianatitutions providing and

promoting multilateral actidri®

Rhetorically, civilian power model is grounded iespect for law, social
justice and sustainable development and non-viaentlict resolution. For Maull,
civilian power is a particular foreign policy idégtwhich promotes multilateralism,
institution-building and supranational integratiand tries to constrain the use of
force in international relations through nationatianternational nornt&’. In this

sense, civilian power concept has three main pillar

6 Maull, Hanns, “German Foreign Policy Post-Kosa8titl a Civilian Power?”, Paper presented at
the Annual Conference of the Association for thedgtof German Politics, London, 27-28 April
2001
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acceptance of the necessity of cooperation witrerositates in the pursuit of

international objectives;

a willingness to develop international structures address critical issues of

international management;

concentration on non-military, primarily economiogans to secure national goals,
with military power left as a residual instrumemnsng essentially to safeguard

other means of international acttéh

Within the context drawn above, it is fair to arghat West German foreign
and security policy was settled into the mould afivalian power and this foreign
policy role concept and orientation has survivegone reunification. The foreign
policy rhetoric of West Germany, and Germany foilogv reunification, was/is
shaped by Germany’s traumatic past and Germangg€inagains”, emanating from
Germany'’s history that led to deep scepticism wssause of military force; a fierce
decisiveness never again to allow German militarssmd nationalism to threaten
peace and stability in Europe; a desire never agalireak or harm relations with
Western democracies; and a strong commitment tgegirauniversal values
(democracy, respect for international law and humights) in the conduct of

foreign and security policy’.

A strong determination or commitment to civilianwer foreign policy role
concept would not mean Germany shall pursue asidlhary foreign and security
policy course. With the dissolution of the Soviatibh the threat emanating from

Soviet military power disappeared. The politicatlanilitary division between two

" Maull, Hanns W., “Germany and the Use of Forcét &tCivilian Power?”, Survival Vol.42
No.2, Summer 2000, p.56

8 Maull, Hanns W., “Germany and Japan: The New @imiPowers”, Foreign Affairs, Vol.69 No.5,
1990/91, pp.91-93

179 Maull, Hanns W. (2000a) op. cit., p.56
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antagonistic camps in Europe, and in Germany enldabugh this was regarded as
the end of a conventional threat to Germany, raligiand ethno-nationalist conflicts
erupted in Europe, posing asymmetric threat to @esEurope, and to Germany
more seriously. Germany became home for nearly0OD®0former Yugoslavs in the
early 1990s due to large-scale violence in Yugaalawuisintegration process, and
in addition to these challenges new demands on @eforeign and security policy
from inside the country and from Germany’s alliem/én made it inevitable for

German policy-makers to adopt to new security emvitent. The new security
posture has created the need for Germany to résastance vis a vis the German
participation in military operations outside theaditional NATO context of

collective defence.

There are different views in considering the newusiéy environment and
German adaptation to new security posture thabbasa in play since the end of the
Cold War and German reunification. The debates Hacesed on the issue of
assertiveness and main question, regarding theseoaf German foreign and
security policy during the 1990s, have been whethisr course is a new phase of
assertiveness. Thus, Germany’s power became thes foicnumerous studies, but
the description of Germany has been problematiam@ey as aZentralmacht
(‘central power’), as &eltmacht wider Willerf'world power against its will’) or as
a Zivilmacht(‘civilian power’). Chancellor Schroder himselfddnot shy away from
referring to Germany as an important poweGrasse Mach(‘big power’) but he

avoided the wor@rossmacht‘great power’), a word laden with past histtfy

Germans themselves speak of being meetbstbewussta term that is
difficult to translate, but implies an assertivelf-senfidence based on self-
awareness. Germans often describe Germany as ar‘nodtEuropean integration.
However, they are sensitive about the notion adkrship’ which is translated into

Fuhrer, in German. George Bush’s May 1989 callafdpartnership in leadership”

180 e Gloannec,Anne-Marie, “Germany’s Power and theaWéning of States in a Globalised World:
Deconstructing a ParadoxGerman PoliticsVol.10 No.1, April2001, p.117
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between Germany and the United States of Amerit®8tnn awkward and Bonn’s

European partners wary. Still, it signalled a ptammed American desire to see
Germany assuming a larger role in Europe. The UBuBeSecretary of State,
Strobe Talbott, speaking in Bonn shortly before #asovo War, echoed this
objective, stating: “We recognize and welcome tbke of the Federal Republic at
the epicentre of these processes-expansion andyratitn, broadening and
deepening.*®* This call from Germany’s partners to assume largkr in the new

security posture and in responding new forms oflehges has made it legitimate
for Germany to seek greater influence, in retunn dontributions (economic and
logitics contributions to its allies within the titational structures - EU and NATO,
and in their military operations like in the Gulfa IFOR and SFOR; as will be

studied in the following parts).

Huseyin Bgci has underlined three important shifts in Gernfiareign
policy motives, brought about by the reunificatiomhe first aspect is that
reunification started a re-Germanization process fareign policy. Whereas
Germany was determining its foreign policy orieimiatand objectives within the
institutional framework (through NATO and Communipyinciples) in the pre-
unification period, the ‘universal leadership’ aimegan to come to surface. The
second point to be underlined is that Germany ¢ give up its policy and
objective of European integration but it wants &tbe determinator of foreign and
security policies as the greatest economy of thetJand major contributor of the
Union budget). Thirdly, Germany’s domestic politiexpectations and problems
began to have a priority on foreign policy formidatand this gave way to interest-

based polic}f?

Germany’'s new assertiveness has often been distusgh regard to
Germany’s early insistence on recognizing Croatid @lovenia in 1991, when most

181 Denison,Andrew, “German Foreign Policy and Tralasaic Relations Since Unification”,
German PoliticsVVol.10 No.1, April 2001, p.160

182 Bagcl, HiiseyinBalkanlar (1991-1993)Foreign Policy Institute, Ankara, 1994, s.51-52
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of the European powers (France and the United Kingdvanted to slow down the
process. This issue became the test case in whechh@y tried its new role, in
which German Foreign Minister Hans Dietrich Genschlyed an active role.
Although his colleagues in Brussels (the EC memlzerd the US) stated that
recognition would make the situation worse, Genssha&l (on 27 November 1991)
that his country would announce recognition of @ebaand Slovenia on 19
December 1991. Due to strong pressure from GerptagyeC members stated that
they would recognize the former Yugoslav Republaws January 15th, under
conditions of respect for democracy and minorights and acceptance of UN-EC
peace efforts. The member states stated the ngyoslswaiting the final decision of
an expert panel working on the issue, the Badi@@nmission (sent by the EC to
the region under the presidency of French juristod®b Badinter). However,
Germany rejected this proposal, and announced néamg of Slovenia and Croatia
on 23 December 194® Moreover, although the report consisted of negati
aspects of recognition, other EU members followdge ‘ German path’ and

recognized former Yugoslav Republics.

All the same, from EMU to NATO and EU enlargemédram the G8 plan to
the stability pacts, German leaders have demoesitrtiteir belief that “German
models and concepts for order can contribute t@g2an solutions”. They have also
sought a greater role in other international ingtihs, such as a seat at the UN
Security Council or their man (a German) at thadhef the International Monetary
Fund. Germans are thinking harder about ways tpestfzeir environment, in order
to protect the common interests. Thus, “intern@diocivil-military relations’ are
becoming the key to foreign policy”, according ke tBosnian trouble-shooter and
former minister in Kohl's government, Christian Sahz-Schilling®*. In sum,
Germany has become more assertive, but it has |lyadene so within the
framework of multilateral institutions, the so-eal| “assertive multilateralism”. As

18 Maull, Hanns W., “Germany in the Yugoslav CrisiSyrvival Vol.37 No.4,Winter 1995-96,
pp.100-105

184 Denison, Andrew (2001), op. cit., p.161
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this is the case, many studies come to the comelugiat Germany still fits the
“civilian power” model. The next part of the studgals with German foreign and
security policy during the 1990s, especially Gergmrinvolvement in military

operations, in order to understand to what exteatdiscourse of German foreign
and security policy meets civilian power role antether this discourse shall be
defined as departure from policy orientation or mdion to the new security

environment and new forms of challenges to security

5.3 German Practices of the Use of Force: From thulf War to the

Kosovo War

Unlike the Nazis that declared “total war” to theond, West German
Genscherists declared total peace at the timeuniifreation. While Germans were
still almost totally absent from the scene of railjt action during the Gulf War of
1991, they found themselves at centre-stage oght gears later in NATO’s war in
Kosovo. There are three perspectives on Germanicipation in military

interventions:

The first one is the “culture of restraint” view.céording to this view, a
stable anti-militarist political culture has evalven Germany (culture of restraint)
after Germany’s loss of the World War Il and thedkdown of the Third Reich
(which had enormous impact on Germafly)Public attitudes and the political
discourse on participation in military intervent®omeflect Germany’s political

culture and shape the room for manoeuvre for palitiecision-makers. It is argued

18 Baumann, Rainer and Hellmann, Gunther (2001),2p%
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that with regard to the role of a civilian powedrete is comparatively little change to
be identified since reunification as well as expdchor the future. While Germany
may be pressed by its partners to give up its dkaegdism on the use of force,
Germany’'s domestic social structures slow down weneprevent substantial
changes of the German position. Thus, the undeniabange in German policy
from remaining absent in the Gulf War to fully pagating in the Kosovo War, is
to be seen as a reluctant adaptation to a changiagational environment, and
Germany seems far from making major changes reyantlie use of force in the

foreseeable future.

The second view is “the salami tactics” or the aliming effects of political
action. According to this view, Germany’s policyithvregard to the use of military
force, has changed as a central element of a tanzhition of German foreign and
security policy. They reflect the evolving Germaadiness to participate in military
interventions as the result of a deliberate styatgfgGerman decision-makers who
wanted the use of force to become an accepted mafaerman foreign and
security policy. German decision-makers expandee #$igope of Germany’s
contributions to out-of-area operations step by,stéilising what can be called
“salami tactics*®*°. So that, the pressure of Germany’s western parinego be seen
less as causes of German policy changes, but nsai@ \eelcome opportunities for

the proponents of re-militarization to legitimizeir course.

The third view is the gradual change and the gieestormality view. They
argue that structural as well as actional factérvape each other. This is to say,
Germany is in the process of “coming of age”, beilogmnmore “self-confident” and
assertive, feeling less inhibited by its pre-WoWhr 1l legacy. In the eyes of the
abnormalization critics, in contrast, Germany isaiag“militarizing” its foreign
policy, thereby returning to the dubious past adWer politics” (MachtpolitiK) and

“a security policy of reconfrontatior®”.

1% |bid., pp.63-64
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The above-mentioned theoretical views posit difieagpproaches on the use
of force (by Germany), and aim to question whethiee German military
participation in international fora is a processr@filitarization or the way it uses
fits the civilian power role. The following part @lgzes Germany’s participation in

military operations with concrete examples.

a) The German Position before Reunification

Before reunification, Germany had been keenly talicto contemplate any
use of force outside traditional NATO missions oflective defense. Use of force,
even in concert with the allies, was not perceiteetde an acceptable instrument of
foreign and security policy for Germany. Thus, whihere had repeatedly been
requests for German participation in Western otgrefa operations, and for German
contributions to UN peacekeeping operations, théeFa@ Republic had refrained
from actual deployment of Bundeswehr units in sojpgérations.

Explanation to the above-mentioned self-restraiabh d®e made through
reference to the defining concepts in Germany'sifpr and security policy
vocabulary before the reunification, namely, matgralism (‘never again go it
alone’); European integration with an emphasis egaming recognition, trust and
economic wealth; and anti-militarizm with regardcidture of restraint and civilian

power role.

The problem of out-of-area operations was discuseetlATO and the
question of deploying troops attracted only limittiention in West Germany. In
1982, the West German government’s Security Cou(®indessicherheitsrat
stressed that the Basic Law (of West Germany) pitd any deployments of

87 |bid., pp.64-66
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Bundeswehtroops out-of-ar¢&®. In 1987, some politicians began to question the
issue. US forces engaged in a number of skirmiglisiran, in order to secure the
passage of Kuwaiti oil tankers in the Persian GulfJuly 1987, the US called upon
its European allies to provide military assistanice this conflict. The US
administration asked the German government to seips to the Persian Gulf. In
turn, Germans pointed to their constitutional iesbns and limited their support to
sending a few ships to the Mediterranean. Howetleg, German Ministry of
Defense took a position that deviated from thesleniof 1982. It maintained that it
was constitutional to deploy Bundeswehr forcesrtdgrt German merchant ships in
the high sed&®

b) Germany in the Gulf War

Irag’s invasion of Kuwait and the Gulf War of 19B&came a challenge to
the German insistence on military restraint. Durihgt time, the political rhetoric
was filled with ‘Genscherist’ terminology: On thene hand, multilateralism and
European integration continued to be guiding cotsece@n the other hand, the
reunified Germany carried significantly more Eurapeand global responsibilty and
the conduct of ‘a policy of the good example’ orpalicy of responsibility’ were
imperative under the new conditions. In August 1996 US administration had
asked the Kohl government whether West Germanydcseihd troops to the Gulf.
However, without domestic support and at a timemitie “Two-plus-Four Treaty”
(requiring the Soviet approval) had not yet bedified, it would be unwise to make
such a departure. Also, the West German constitutiwuld not allow for a

deployment of Bundeswehr soldiers.

18 Kreile, Michael, “Will Germany Assume a LeadersRiple in the European Union?”, in Heurlin,
Bertel (ed.)Germany in Europe in the Nineteé®ndon: Macmillan Press LTD, 1996, p.128
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143



The only difference this time was that Christianniderats portrayed
constitutional limit as an obstacle to be overcoraéher than a fundamental
constraint to be dealt with. As a reaction to thiGermany must not lag behind
anybody in its efforts for peace” Brandt said bexa war, in his view, was “the

ultima irratio of politics™*.

Meanwhile, Germany supported its allies with
substantial financial contributions amounting to [U8 billion. Also, with NATO’s
Defense Planning Committee decision in January 18d8ied Mobile Force’s air
components were sent to bases in south-easterneyurkith 200 Bundeswehr
soliders and 18 German fighter jets. Thus, Gen&lmapes for “a new culture of
international co-existence” with Germany as “a @plof the good example” were

likely to be realizetf*.

c) German Military Deployments in the Early 1990%] ahe Out-Of-
Area Debate

In the early years of reunified Germany, repredems of the Kohl
administration argued that Germany was expectedsipartners, to take over more
responsibility by contributing to international itaky operations. In the following
period, there became a clear rise in the scopbeof3erman contributions to these
operations: From medical troops to the UN peaceikeeoperation, UNAMIC, in
Cambodia (in 1991/92) and to the naval forces ef WiEU’'s Operation Sharp
Guard monitoring the embargo against Yugoslavidhm Adriatic (from 1992 to

190 joffe, Josef, “Once More: the German QuestiGuitvival Vol.32 No.2, March/April 1990, p.136

91 Haftendorn, Helga, “Gulliver in the Centre of Epeo International Involvement and National
Capabilities for Action”, in Heurlin, Bertel (edgermany in Europe in the Nineteésndon:
Macmillan Press LTD, 1996, pp.112-115
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1996), as well as to the dispatch of supply andspart units of th&undeswehto
Somalia (in 1993/94) as part of UNOSOM®fI

Although not covered by the Basic Law and at a twhen the debate on the
issue of out-of-area operations had not been redolthe former Foreign Minister
Klaus Kinkel approved the Airborne Warning and QohtSystems (AWACS)
deployment in the Mediterranean, after the NATOislen of monitoring the no-fly
zone over Bosnia-Hercegovina on 12 April 1993. He tourse of the next year,
NATO deployed its AWACS to the Mediterranean. Ibfeary 1994, NATO fighter
jets shot down four Serbian fighters after repe&ertbian intrusions into the no-fly
zone and in April 1994 NATO planes even attackexbi@a ground forces in order
to stop the onslaught on the UN-procted area ofaGaw. While Germany did not
take part in NATO’s airstrikes, German air forcergomanel participated in the

surveillance and monitoring operations of AWAES

Actually, the out-of-area debate should not, solélg evaluated on legal
terms: The heart of the problem has never beenjarilfical but also historical and
political. Historically, it should not come as arptise that a nation which failed
disastrously in two world wars and thereafter sadeel brilliantly in peace should

remain chained to the habits of a ‘civilian power’.
Article 24 of the Basic Law states that
(1) The Federation may, by legislation, transfereseign powers to
international institutions.
(2) For the maintenance of peace, the Federatignjonaa system of

mutual collective security; in doing so it will ceent to those
limitations of its sovereign powers which will bgrabout and secure

192 Baumann, Rainer and Hellmann,Gunther, (2001)cibpp.72
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a peaceful and lasting order, in Europe and ambagaéations of the
world.

(3) For the settlement of disputes between natithresFederation will
accede to conventions concerning a general, corapsale
obligatory system of international arbitratiéh

In this sense, although the Article 24 of the Basiaw authorized
participation in systems of collective securityt fee FRG to become NATO and
WEU member) and by becoming UN member in 1973 tR& Fhad accepted all
obligations under the charter, the German admatistis regarded the out-of-area
ban as a ‘holy constitutional writ'’. This was thataome of a historical burden.
However, with the end of the Cold War and changmernational environment, the
new responsibilities and roles of Germany in theerimational community, was

begun to be discussed.

The Gulf War had triggered an agonising debatéén3PD about the use of
force'® This debate had split the party — and its ledders into three camps: a
pacifist left which rejected any deployment of tlBandeswehr outside the
traditional NATO mission of collective defense; entrist majority which accepted
Bundeswehr participation in UN peacekeeping opanati but rejected any role in
peace-enforcement, even this operation was mantgtéide UN Security Council;
and a small but politically influential minority ithe leadership that supported
German patrticipation in both peacekeeping and peafmcement, as long as there
was a clear Security Council mandate. The party weaable to reconcile these
differences between the party members and effgrthd party leadership to secure
party support for Bundewehr participation at least ‘robust’ peacekeeping

operations failed at party congress in 1991 and219%us, the SPD decision to

1% Documents on Germany 1944-1985 (1985), op. @t226-227
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bring the issue before the Constitutional Court ywesbably motivated by a desire

by the party leadership to break the deadlock ityp4, and also in country.

The Greens, as a political grouping which had isstW\German roots in the
peace movement, contained a strong and principdedigt wing and thus rejected
any use of force, demanded the dismantling of thed@swehr and the substitution
of NATO with effective collective security arrangents within (the then) OSCE
and the UN. In addition, West German Greens rejleatey German participation in
UN peacekeeping missions. However, the East Gerpaaty Biundnis 90 that
merged with its West German counterpart in June3,19%90k a moderate view
regarding the issue. The party expressed in a dextt for a change of the
Constitution that would have enabled Germany tdigpate in UN peacekeeping

missions.

Developments in the former Yugoslavia acted aslysitan changing the
attitude of the Greens towards the use of foraeBibndeswehr and NATO. Like the
SPD, Greens were divided in three different fadiohabout equal political weight:
the radical pacifists on the left, the ‘Realos’ward Joschka Fischer, and a middle
group led by Ludger Volmer who tried to reconcile tdifferences in the party
through compromise positions. During the mid-1982ne Greens openly reflected
their support to the use of force in order to dmbahe concentration camps in
Bosnia. This intra-party debate and different tewiles of German political parties
challenged pacifist convictions (that argued ang a§ force could only escalate
death and suffering) vis a vis the use of force podited the need for military
intervention to prevent mass murder, under cexagumstances. This change was
reflected by the former Foreign Minister Joschkacker when he addressed the
Bundestag in late 1995 and said that Germany wasconflict between its value of
the renunciation of the use of force on the onalhand the only way to stop human

1% Maull, Hanns W. (2000a) op. cit., pp.61-62
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suffering through military force (as a last resam)the other hard’. In this regard,
Germany was facing different responsibilities, #ponsibilities not adding up to a
coherent whole. However, dilemma expressed by Eisech 1995, and facing

German policy-makers had been on the agenda foetsom

Before the SPD-Green government (under Gerhardo8ehrand Joschka
Fischer) came to power in 1998, the former coalittd CDU/CSU and FDP had
moved towards support for German participation ireaqekeeping and
peaceenforcement following the Gulf War. Howeveheyt differed on the
interpretation of legal and constitutional rulesl amrms governing this process and
the missions, with the FDP strongly insisting onstdutional clarification. Between
1991 and 1994 CDU pushed hard for a revision ofn@ay’s foreign and security
policy regarding out-of-area operations and missioviolker Rihe, the Defense
Minister of Germany between 1 April 1992 and 27dbetr 1998, pursued a strategy
to push Germany outward against the constraintshenuse of the Bundeswehr
through providing involvement in various UN peacghi@g missions. Ruhe himself

called this strategy as “salami tactits”

As the tendencies of German political parties werehis way, Foreign
Minister Klaus Kinkel, from 18 May 1992 to 26 Ocw&lil998, stated that due to the
sensitivity of the issue, they had to oppose pediavhich they generally considered
right. Due to this sensitivity the political actoirs Germany could not solve the
problem and left the solution of out-of-area questio the Federal Constitutional
Court. On 12 July 1994, the Court decided the issudhe affirmative: the
Bundeswehmay take part in an out-of-area operation if Bundestaggives its
authorization and if this operation is conductethimi the framework of a system of

collective security and for humanitarian reasontsoAthe Constitutional Court

7 bid., p.63
198 |bid., p.63
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supported the contention that NATO could/can ber s a system of collective

security*®.

The Constitutional Court’s decision was not onlg tolution of juridical
question. It signalled and defined the new roletr@ reunified Germany in the
international system. The government stated thaiaticies towards the use of force
would continue to be governed by a ‘culture of nast’. However, 30 June 1995
became a watershed date in post-war Germany, ochwthie Germans broke
through the 40-year-old cocoon and tBendestagauthorized the government to
project force out-of-area into the former Yugos#&¥#l The following part will deal
with the issue of the deployment of German troopthe Balkans under IFOR and
SFOR that has been possible with the decisioneo@&@rman Constitutional Court.

d) German Troops in the Balkans: ParticipationA®R and SFOR

In the light of Srebrenica, the German politicateeshccepted that the legacy
of German history should not only be to call foro‘dMhore Wars!” (Nie wieder
Krieg!) but also for ‘No more Auschwitz!. NATO request February 1995, for
sending a large NATO force to the Balkans to setheeretreat of the unsuccessful
UNPROFOR, made the latter argument more visiblee Dperation was not
materialized but Bonn responded positively to NA3@équest and declared its
readiness to contribute a contingent of 1,800 sodid

199 joffe, Josef, “No Threats, No Temptations: Ger@aand Strategy After the Cold War”, in
Heurlin, Bertel (ed.)Germany in Europe in the Nineteé®ndon: Macmillan Press LTD, 1996,
p.261
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In December 1995, the Balkans Contact Group mandgeldroker the
Dayton Peace Accord. The German government haddlrandicated in October
that it would contribute severd&undeswehrsoliders, mainly from logistics and
transport units to the NATO-led force, which wagtdice the agreement. When the
Dayton Accord was signed, the Bundestag authoriredGerman participation in
IFOR, by which, 3.000 German troops mainly provideeédical and logistical
assistance to French soldiers. SFOR took overuhetibns of IFOR in 1996 and
Germany's SFOR contingent included combat forces thie Bundeswehitroops

were regularly stationed in Bosnia-Hercego%iha

5.4 German Participation in the Kosovo War

The most intense military involvement of Germardsat took place in the
former Yugoslavia. German soldiers first becameoiwed from July 1993 in
supervising and enforcement of economic sanctiattimthe framework of NATO
and WEU operations. Bundeswehr participation ctutstl nearly one third of the
fully integrated NATO AWACSs units which were assaghthe task of monitoring
and enforcing a no-fly-zone over Bosnia. As merdtbrabove, during the final
stages of the Bosnia War in 1995, Bonn first reloty accepted the need for

German participation in an eventual NATO operation extract UNPROFOR

21 Meiers, Franz-Josef (1995), op. cit., p.91
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personnel. This was followed by Germany’'s agreenermarticipation of German
Tornados in NATO's aerial attacks against the Basi8erb®2

5.4.1 On the Way to the Kosovo War

As it is today, following the declaration of indewence of the young
Republic of Kosovo by its Prime Minister Hashim Thalosovo has always been at
the epicentre of the wars taking place in the mea# the dissolution of the former
Yugoslavia. The events started to escalate witthtbedy suppression of Kosovo’s
autonomy by Belgrade administration in February9dl@tt was a strong message to
the non-Serb republics. The Albanian oppositiorKosovo was led by President
Rugova, who had been chosen through unofficialtieles that Belgrade had not
recognised but tolerated. President Rugova’s atenapforce Belgrade change its
policies through a campaign of resistance, were qumcessful due to lack of
international support for Rugova. In spring 199%e tKosovo Liberation Army
(KLA) made its first appearence, and with the failthe Communist regime in
Albania (that emptied the arsenals of Albania aadsed a free-fall in prices for
small arms) the KLA had access to huge quantitiesnibtary equipment. In the
winter of 1997/98, the KLA launched attacks agaiBstrbian military units in
Kosovo, and Serbian forces tried to crush in Fatyrd®98. Therefore, the war
between KLA and Serbian security forces began ioriay 1998. The tactically
wrong step of the KLA, to go on a premature offeasiwas crushed by Serbian
forces equipped with heavy weapons. The Serbiartefowent on the offensive in
July and by mid-August, the fighting had stoppedhwi,600 people killed, about
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100,000 Albanians had fled to Kosovo and 200,00@gktas refugees inside the

provincé®®

The Contact Group (the US, Russia, the UK, Fraltaly, and Germany) had
expressed its concern over the issue in early 1P@nce and Germany undertook a
diplomatic initiative in November 1997 that aimed éntice Belgrade to give
concessions in return for the removal of sancfingn March 1998, the UNSC
passed the Resolution 1160 and stated that:

The Security Council,

Calls uporthe Federal Republic of Yugoslavia immediatlyake the
further necessary steps to achieve a politicaltewiuto the issue of
Kosovo through dialogue and to implement the astimlicated in
the Contact Group statements of 9 and 25 March;1998

Calls uponthe authorities in Belgrade and the leadershipthef
Kosovar Albanian community urgently to enter withpueconditions
into a meaningful dialogue on political status &suand_noteghe
readiness of the Contact Group to facilitate sudrabbgue;

Agrees,without prejudging the outcome of that dialoguethwithe

proposal in the Contact Group statements of 9 d@ndidrch 1998
that the principles for a solution of the Kosovmidem should be
based on the territorial integrity of the FederakpRblic of

Yugoslavia and should be in accordance with OSCihdsirds,
including those set out in the Helsinki Final A€ttlke Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe of 1975, andGharter of the
United Nations, and that such a solution must td&e into account

“SMaull, Hanns W., “German Foreign Policy, Post-Kaso8till a ‘Civilian Power?” ,German
Politics, Vol.9 Issue.2, August 2000, p.2
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the rights of the Kosovar Albanians and all wheelim Kosovo, and
expresses its suppddr an enhanced status for Kosovo which would
include a substantially greater degree of autonamy meaningful
self-administratioff™

This was followed by the Resolution 1199, but nmitbould be based on
Chapter VII, that is on Action with Respect to Tatieto the Peace, Breaches of the
Peace, and Acts of Aggression, due to Russia andaBShunwillingness to
contemplate use of force against Belgrade. Theodiptic pressure of the Contact
Group on Belgrade administration to stop ethnicamééng was not responded
affirmatively. By October, NATO was ready to mowsvards air strikes against the
former Yugoslavia, meanwhile on 27 September 19@8German electorate voted
for the new coalition government between Gerhardr&ter's SPD and Joschka
Fischer's Green Party.

Schréder and Fischer, who were in Washington in8189 members of a
government-elect, were urged by the White Housetmoteto any NATO action.
After turning back to Bonn, they were confrontedthwa revised White House
request which asked them to raise the pressureilmsdyic by having the Germans
to commit to fullBundeswehpatrticipation in the operation, at least in NATiAffs,
on NATO’s AWACS and in other indirect forms of coatbWith the deployment of

the OSCE observers in Kosovo, the coalition wasm@ limited time.

Since Russia and China refused to contemplate aSéburity Council
resolution invoking Chapter VII of the UN Charteor fthe use of force against
former Yugoslavia, NATO action would be made with@dN Security Council
mandate. On 12 October 1998 Schrdder and Fiscldetohact within a few minutes.
The position of the government to meet expectatairnits NATO allies, and mainly

the US, was supported by a vote in Bundestag. €hisidn of support was given by
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five hundred members who voted in favour; eighteeembers of Bundestag
abstained; where sixty two members voted againest raf them from the former
East German Communist party, the PDS, which wastite party firmly to reject

Bundeswehr deployméfit.

Richard Holbrooke, the US Ambassodor to Germanywéen 1993 and 1994
and Leader of the American team negotiating thenBosPeace Accords at Dayton,
signed an agreement with Serb President Sloboddos®dic that brokered an
informal armistice in Kosovo, on 12 October 1998itAAthis agreement: Serbia
promised to retain 15.000 soldiers and 10.000 pdticces and withdraw rest of its
military presence from Kosovo, a political dialogusetween Belgrade and
Albanians was to resume and this armistice wastsupervised by 2.000 unarmed
OSCE observers. This mission was to be protectedtl amn additional NATO
military force that was stationed in Macedonia, filwee which Germany decided to
participate. The failure of the agreement was alwifrom the fact that such a
mission was out of depth of the OSCE and its caipafif.

Holbrooke’s diplomatic efforts managed to stopadiacks for sometime, but
not more than this. The compromise he negotiatatd Wilosevic fell apart, but
fight on the ground intensified with gruesome massan the village of Racak. The
massacre of 45 Albanians near Racak on 15 Jan#89 &hifted the mood in
Western capitals and in Berlin as well. Washingtame to the point to favour air
strikes, while Berlin tried to keep its attempts #o political solution through the
Contact Group. The result was the Rambouillet Agpexat, but it was a door to
nowhere. The Rambouillet was the name of a proppsade agreement between
Yugoslavia and a delegation that represented thHeicAlbanian majority
population of Kosovo. It was drafted by NATO andnsal for Chateau Rambouillet,
where it was initially proposed. Henry Kissingecemment on the Rambouillet
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reflected how the situation was disappointing: “TRe&mbouillet text, which called
on Serbia to admit NATO troops throughout Yugosiawvas a provocation, an
excuse to start bombing. Rambouillet is not a daeminthat an angelic Serb could
have accepted. It was a terrible diplomatic docuntleat should never have been
presented in that forr®. The significance of the Agreement lies in thet feat
Yugoslavia refused to accept it, which NATO usedjwaification to start the

Kosovo Warr.

Following this, in March 1999, Schréder, FischendaScharping had to
address the challenge of keeping the German pdmgdtend the participation in
NATO’s air war. Actually, there were certain comsétits, such as opposition to real
war fighting through ground troops, those remairezdain entrenched; and German
public opinion by that time was deeply divided betnw West and East Germany,
where the East Germans took a more restrictivesaagtical view on NATO and on
missions of Bundeswehr. However, the support fond&swehr participation not
only in peacekeeping but also in humanitarian ugertion and peace enforcement,
was growing. This attitude was shaped in the coafgeane from the Gulf War of
1991 to the wars of succession in the former Yuwgoeal The support for German
participation in UN peacekeeping operations roeenfR4 per cent in February 1991
to 72 per cent in January 1993. The support fornm@er involvement in peace
enforcement operations was 8 per cent in early 1&8d it became one-third in
March 1994. By mid-1996, opposition to the use aemh@eswehr in out-of-area
missions fell to 14 per cent in West Germany. Alitjlo the opposition per cent was
decreasing, a clear majority of the East Germanse wpposing to Bundeswehr
participation in these missioft& As the data above reflect, it was not so so Fard
German governments to succeed in winning praisboith internal and external

domain.
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On 24 March 1999, four German ECR-Tornados tooKrofn their base in
Piacenza to participate in NATO’s operation, fomtong targets in the former
Yugoslav Federatidii. The German contribution to operation was ratheitéd: it
supplied some 14 Tornado aircraft, of which 10 werpiipped for electronic
reconnaissance and countermeasures against enedefeaises, and four for optical
reconnaissance. In addition, the Bundeswehr play@dajor part in humanitarian
actions to relieve the plight of Albanian refugedsorganised refugee camps in
Macedonia and Albania, and airlifted some 2.50hé&snof material in over 250

transport flight&'>

Although the German contribution was relatively itea, for the first time
since 1945 German forces took part in offensive lwainmission against a sovereign
state. The most striking part was that it took plander a Red-Green coalition (who
were traditionally anti-militarist) and without aNUmandate. German participation
in Operation Deliberate Force raised a number @&stions about this large and
influential country’s future role in Europe, itslfsgperception as a civilian power
and in addition, the Kosovo tragedy erupted mid-wiayough the German
presidency of the EU and the WEU, and its chairrniginsf the G8.

During a prominent transatlantic conference in Mtniin February 1999,
Schréder himself was at pains to emphasise in lalitg that Germany would
‘remain a reliable partner”. Moreover, in contrast past attitudes according to
which Germany’s historical legacy prohibited anypldgment of German troops
out-of-area, the Chancellor emphasized that Gerimahigtorical responsibility

made it imperative “to prevent mass-murder withth# necessary means”. In his
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view, Germany had come of age as a full member AT®, now being ready

“without any reservations” to assume responsibaiya normal alf}>

Besides the Chancellor, after the war started orcMa4, the key figures of
the German government were constantly referringinacceptable Serbian terror
against the Albanian people, describing the ovéragcgoal of the use of military
means to be a halt to continuing serious and sydtemiolations of human rights as
well as the prevention of a humanitarian catasteofghe leading Green ‘Realo’,
Fischer, played a pivotal role in changing attitide the German Left, declaring in
1995 after a visit to Bosnia that military force smaorally justified in order to stop
genocide, and that German troops should particigatesuch humanitarian

interventiorr**.

5.4.2 Military Operation under Red-Green Coalition: Moral and
Practical Reasons

The Red-Green coalition took Office in October 1998eoretically and
practically, the government seemed decisive, arsb axpectations from the
government were, to pursue a foreign and secuoityse that was not assertive and
non-controversial with the line of foreign and gsgtyuthat had been in play.
Although the government was likely to contributdN peacekeeping operations, it
confined itself to generalities that reflected aomsfj willingness to emphasize

continuity. However, when the Kosovo crisis begdrg new coalition agreed to

213 Baumann, Rainer and Hellmann, Gunther (2001)¢cibp p.76
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have the German Air Forceftwaffe to join NATO operation even without a UN
Security Council mandate. German motivations fortigi@ating in the bombing

campaign were three-fold:

First, a strong sense of responsibility towardsN&TO allies was a key
motive. In the case of Kosovo, not to have parétad in the NATO operation
would have fatally undermined the international ipos of the new German
government. The new coalition had to demonstrateadliability as partner of the
Western alliance beyond any doubt. Any suspicion yef another German
Sonderwegwould have made life extremely difficult for theew and untested
coalition. The visit of the coalition partners inctOber 1998 should have been

effective in the new stance of the government.

Second, a strong sense of moral and political mesipdity towards the
humanitarian suffering in Kosovo was important. Tdenstruction of post-World
War Il German identity around a rejection of itsatdarian past (against the legacy
of Hitler and Holocaust) motivated the German pehtakers in the decision of
participation in military intervention. Thus, abhence with a mixture of guilt (both
the Nazi past and failure in Bosnia) provided arggrmotive for advocating the use

of force.

A third important motive, for German policy-makevgs a serious concern
about the stability in Southeastern Europe andiplessamages to the credibility
and effectiveness of international and Europeatituti®ns due to failure through
leaving the war in Kosovo unchecked, stopping etheieansing and providing
peace and stability. On the one hand, followingdssolution of the Soviet Union
and disappearence of conventional threat to Wesigean democracies, instability
in Europe was perceived to be the primary threabeoman security. On the other
hand, German foreign and security policy was/isompdtically multilateralist.
Therefore, German foreign and security policy deeeiidepends on well-

functioning international and European institutiamere than any other country.
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Following the war, Foreign Minister particularly phrasised this aspect of the issue
in order to justify Germany’s participation in tiNATO’s air operation. Germany
was much too exposed and much too vulnerable toippée effects of any further
deterioration of the situation in the Balkans, floe country not to get involved in
NATO’s air battlé*®.

There are two further pragmatic factors for Gerrparticipation in NATO
operation. The first one was a worry about a newewaf asylum-seekers and
refugees. If Kosovars were unable to turn back themes, hence the Serbian ethnic
cleanising in Kosovo threatened to precipitate dasgale migration into Western
Europe, which the German government wished to ptev@ermany was where
most of Kosovars would have wanted to go, becausst of Kosovars had relatives
in Germany and they regarded the country as thestimhation of choice. Germany
had been already burdened with a large refugee lgtbpu from Bosnia and
substantial numbers of Albanians, some of them lve in drug trade. Thus,
German authorities were highly sensitive against plossibility of another large

influx of refugees.

The other reason was that abstaining from participain NATO action
would have resulted in self-isolation and a lossndiience over NATO policies.
Abstention would mean abdication for Germany frartufe of Europe, international
and European institutions. The way to settle thed€o conflict would definitely
have far-reaching implications for internationaldaikuropean security, peace,
stability and ordéer®.
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5.4.3 German Diplomatic Efforts and Major Elementsof German
Strategy

Given its presidency of EU, Germany played a pivaibe in negotiations to
end the war and to bring peace to the region. ity égoril, Foreign Minister Fischer
announced a peace plan. The German EU presidesoyt@bk the initiative in
developing a ‘Stability Pact for Southeast Europafpng with more focused
economic and financial aid for Albania and Macedoniihroughout the bombing
campaign, a key concern of German diplomacy wasuolve both the UN and the
Russians in the search to end the war. In his dgpas the President of the
European Council, Chancellor Schroder invited thid Becretary-General Kofi
Annan to attend the informal EU Summit in Brusseisl4 April. The future role of
EU in a peace settlement for the Balkans was asmsised during Annan’s three-
day visit to Germany. The Germans did not wantKbsovo War to undermine a
cooperative security relationship with Moscow araj they tried to ‘bring the
Russians back in the boat’. In April and May, m&wgrman diplomats and political
leaders travelled to Moscow to encourage the Rusa@ministration to play a
positive role in the conflict. The German governmeaso encouraged the
Americans to intensify their dialogue with Moscokmally, the G8 was used as a
forum for building a political agreement with Russirhe success of this strategy
was evident from the positive outcome of the G-88ut in Bonn on 5 May, at
which a set of ‘principles’ were agreed on to emel ¢onflict*’.

Germany’'s search for a diplomatic solution was obsly triggered by

NATO’s failure to achieve one of its originally defd objectives: to prevent a

2" Hyde-Price, Adrian (2001b) op. cit., p.28
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humanitarian catastrophe. In the plan announcedhiey European Union, the
objectives were redefined: the Union now soughinanediate end to hostilities, the
demobilisation or remowal of all military forces iosovo, an international force to
be stationed and sustaining political negotiationghe basis of Rambouillet peace

plan. Germany’s strategy was based on these mejoeats:

First, Germany was pursuing a co-operative mudlikt approach towards
the members of the UN Security Council, especiBllyssia and China, in order to
isolate Serbia. Germany strongly aimed to bringdrRumto Western attempts to put
pressure on Belgrade for a diplomatic solution aodtainable political dialogue.
This was partially succeeded through the G-8 forand meeting of Foreign
Ministers on 6 May.

Second, it was of vital importance for Germany teate international
legitimacy through a UN Security Council Resolutitmmandate, under Chapter
VI, an international force to implement and supsgva diplomatic solution for
Kosovo. This was achieved on 10 June 1999, follgwire bombing of the Chinese

Embassy in Belgrade.

Third was a German effort to provide peace andlgtaim whole South-East
Europe through the Stability Pact that was presehteJoschka Fischer on 8 April
and formally adopted on 10 June 1999. The Pactateftl/reflects a civilian power’s
approach to conflict solution in various aspect$ie TPact is multilateral and
inclusive. It aims co-operation of countries in tlegion, the EU member states,
Russia, the US, Canada and Japan, over 15 intemahtrganisations, and NGOs. It
also tries to solve both inter- and intra-state flacis through democratisation,
regional co-operation and integration and sociaienuc development of the
countries. The enlargement of EU and NATO to takthese countries has been the

ultimate incentive of the P&¢E,
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5.4.4 The Solution of the Dilemma on the Use of Fos

The Kosovo tragedy has forced Germany to confneotdistinct but closely
inter-linked questions: The first concerns the rahel utility of military force. The
second is whether European order can continuestarethe traditional principles of
the Westphalian states system, namely the soveyeagml the non-intervention into

states’ domestic affairs.

As the defining concepts in West Germany’s foreayrd security policy
vocabulary before the reunification were multilatesm and anti-militarizm with
strong determination to culture of restraint andliein power role, West Germany
had been keenly reluctant to contemplate any usercé outside traditional NATO
missions of collective defense. Use of force, emeconcert with the allies, was not
perceived to be an acceptable instrument of forp@ity for Germany. Thus, West
German response to the requests for participatioNeéstern out-of-area operations
were negative. However, the reunified Germany edrsignificantly more European
and global responsibilty and the conduct of ‘a @olof the good example’ or ‘a
policy of responsibility’ were imperative under timew conditions. But to what

extent?

With regard to the Germany’s role in the Kosovo WHas Germany
remained a ‘civilian power’ or has it returned twer politics within which use of
military force is a regular mean of conduct in rrééate relations? Has Germany
acted within a multilateral framework or pursuetga it alone policy’? These are
the questions still discussed within the InternaicRelations academic community.
However, based on the facts this study sets fo@krrhany’s structural and
institutional considerations settled in the intéio@al setting; and Germany’s
identity, political culture and domestic politicatructure settled in the domestic

setting), German involvement in the Kosovo War #mal policy adjustments made
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vis a vis the use of force is far from power cossidions of a traditional
Machtpolitik. Rather, Germany has remained faithful to its fastnal
commitments and multilateral orientation, has actétth its partners in a sense of
responsibility, has used the diplomatic measuresaf@olitical solution, and has
agreed (with its partners) on the use of force has last resort to stop human
suffering. As Chancellor Schroder quoted the Aleanwriter Ismail Kandare, in his
speech to the opening session inReechstagouilding in Berlin, on 19 April 1999;,:
“With its intervention in the Balkans, atlantic Eape has opened a new page in
world history. It is not about material interedtsit about principles: the defense of

legality and of the poorest people on the continehis is a founding act?*°

As mentioned in the part dealing with conceptualititation, dealing with
concepts and vesting meanings to them, with a ipedcbase, is not easy. The
‘civilian power’ concept is no exception. Theoratlg, the concept of ‘civilian
power’ is somewhat vague and loosely defined. Hareas Hanns Maull points
out, it is not equated with a pacifist renunciatafnthe use of military force under
any circumstances. From this point of view, martgrimational relations academics
argue, with which this study agrees, that Germagmains a ‘civilian power’
because of the German attempts to stop human isgffebuilding and running
refugee camps in Macedonia and Albania, its efflart®ach a negotiated settlement
and the use of force as a last resort, within atitatdral framework (NATO
alliance). German multilateralism and civilian paviygpe foreign and security
policy is a crucial determinant in providing andst&uning peace and stability in
Europe and in the international system. Thus, Germaltilateralism and civilian
power-type foreign and security policy is a guaeentfor Germany and the
international community, an issue which the follogvipart of the study will deal
with.
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5.5 German Multilateralism: A Guarantee for Germany and the

International Community

Following the World War 11, it was perceived as tmest critical problem,
and not possible, to envisage West Germany gaiiithgovereignty without clear-
cut assurances for its European neighbours againsissible revival of German
military expansionism. Thus, the limits on Germanyhilitary capabilities were
regarded as necessary for assuring the internhttonanunity and supported by the
German political and academic elite. However, thh@adéion was not that easy.
While the spirit of the time necessitated powedwoihstraints on German power, the
Cold War divide demanded, for the West, a milijaplowerful Germany closely
aligned with the West. This situation created mutlegendence: As Germany was
constrained, it was to receive protection from & and the precondition for the
US to protect West Europe from Soviet expansionista to protect Germaff.

The paradoxical situation, the necessity to keepm@my both strong and
weak, could be realized through the double contairtrstrategy of the US: In 1951,
West Germany was integrated as an equal partngret@curopean Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC) that was designed to put membatest coal and steel
industries, and thus their military capacities, @mdontrol of a supranational body.
On the other hand, in 1955, West Germany placeddiVe West German forces
under the direct command of NAT® Since then, strong commitment to
institutional affiliations, institutions to which €émany is a party, has become a
basic characteristic of West German, and then Gerfioacign and security policy.
Since the neorealist conceptual framework points aueciprocal influence on
foreign and security policy (constraining nationaterests through international

structure and providing mechanisms through intéwnat institutions to pursue

220 Maull, Hanns W. (2000a),0p. cit., p.67

22 Hanrieder, Wolfram FGermany, America, Europe: Forty Years of Germanefgr Policy
London: Yale University Press, 1989, pp.152-155
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these interests), in practice, multilateralismizeal this premise and started to have
a double function on German foreign and securitlicgp To keep Germany a
perceivable and controllable power with a discowfseivilian foreign and security
policy. It also paved the way for a strong corielatbetween German interests and
well-functioning of these organisations, hence Garnmterests were/are to be met
through these organisations. However, Germany'dilaigralism cannot simply be
understood in terms of clear-cut choices and disstrategies, but rather as a series
of policy dilemmas revolving around NATO, EU an&t®SCE, and Washington,
Paris and Moscow axis. The task facing Germanyig, ras was during the 1990s,
to manage its foreign and security policy in waysiock contribute to the
consolidation of the European integration process kssening of tensions and
conflicts in Europe. In short, it is expected ty the foundations for a Europe

‘whole and free’.

As mentioned above, the ground for the existingtishiuhensional foreign
policy was prepared during the Cold War period.tR@erld War Il West German
security policy was built on three key flanks: Eira transatlantic alliance with
Washington and integration into NATO was the priynabjective. The FRG joined
NATO in 1955 and since then the alliance has pexvithe bedrock of German
security. Second one was a West European alliambeRaris and integration into
the European Economic Community (EEC) and the WEW& Franco-German axis
was institutionalized with the 1963 Treaty of Fdship and Cooperation and these
two states have coordinated thEuropapolitikin order to further their commitment
to the European integration. Third one was the rdetgolicy towards the East
Europe. This policy became the most pronounced with the adoption of

Ostpolitikand was pursued in a coordinated manner with S8
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One of the basic aims of the German foreign andrgggolicy has become
to create institutional mechanisms to foster pmditi dialogue and improve
diplomatic relations in order to prevent rathernthight a war. As Peter Stratman
argued during the Cold War:

“The Federal Republic can expect to be secure dnar is entirely
prevented. Confronted with the conventional andlearcoffensive
and destructive potential of the SU, it would beamagless for this
tiny, densely populated and highly-industrializedumtry, which

might be the potential battlefield, to seek seguntthe capability for

successful defence. 2%,

This amilitary strategic culture and strong comnaitihto multilateralism,
which contradicts with pre-1945 aggressive strateigégermany that was ‘going it
alone’, has reflected far-reaching changes in Gerpaditics and continues to exert
a profound influence on contemporary German foreigad security policy-thinking.
In short, amilitary strategic culture colours Genyla approach to the post-Cold

War security agenda in Europe and the wider inteynal system.

The emergence of a ‘pluralist security communigs Karl Deutsch has
called, embracing the North Americans and the \Wmsbpeans, determined the
evolution of German foreign and security policy. Amernational society has
developed within the transatlantic states systemhith cooperation and sociability
between states has largely superseded traditiBealpolitik instincts. This has
tremendous significance for Germany’s place ingbst-Cold War Europe. During
the pre-1945 period, the issue of how to incorgoeatountry as large and dynamic
as Germany into the established European statésnsy$the German problem”)
was an insoluble problem for European security. pbower of Germany had been
fatally destabilizing the European balance of powée end of Cold War bipolarity

and the reunification of Germany brought about réttl@rth of these questions and

222 Hyde-Price, Adrian, “Germany’s Security Policy &itmas: NATO, the WEU and the OSCE”, in
Larres, Klaus (ed.JGermany Since Unification: The Domestic and Exte@@nsequences.ondon:
Macmillan Press LTD, 1998, p.208
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fears. However, the high level of complex interdegence, economic globalization,
institutionalized multilateral cooperation and thensolidation of stable liberal
democracies have transformed the nature of cldsdtimt® power. This has affected

the nature of German power in four significant ways

First of all, the power of reunified Germany wilbinbe concentrated in the
hands of a centralized government. The substansi@te functions and

responsibilities have been devolved to the Landdrlacal government level.

Secondly, the membership of Germany in EU and NA&flects that some
power has been devolved upwards, through the utistital framework.

Thirdly, the rise of transnational corporationgatdgic corporate alliances
and cross-border economic activities have brokenstate monopoly on economic

interactions.

Finally, the political culture and social structufecontemporary Germany is
fundamentally different from what it was before B94vith democratic and liberal
ethos$®®

23 pid., p.211
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5.6 The Policy Dilemmas and the Solution: Give upAll or Nothing’,
Uphold ‘But Also’

The fundamental change has not solely been in #renén policy-making
process. The post-Cold War transformation has alsanged the geographical
context within which German foreign and securityigois formulated. Germany’s
traditional geopolitical dilemmas arose from itsitcal geographical location within
a European balance of power between the great povfehe continent. However,
today the dilemmas of GermanySicherheitspolitikderive from the country’s
position on the eastern edge of the transatlaptargy community: Germany is an
integral member of this community, but with bordersthe zone of incipent conflict
and instability in the east. It is the new geopwdit land-scape which has produced
the current foreign and security dilemmas of then@a administration. Thus,
although Germany is no longer confronted by anytifiable enemies or direct
security threats, it nonetheless has to addresscaris/ agenda constituted by a
series of diffuse and multifaceted security “risksid “challenges”:

The first of these comes from the residual militangenal of the former
Soviet Union. The Russian Federation itself rema@n®ajor military superpower
with substantial conventional and non-conventiomaitary assets. This coupled
with the continuing political instability of manyopt-Soviet republics and the
dangers of nuclear proliferation. The second rskes with the problems generated
by the resurgence of ethno-national conflicts incmof the East Europe and the
Balkans. The collapse of Communism and the soam@nic costs created in

transforming authoritarian communist systems inéondcratic market structures,
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created animosities and new patterns of ethnigioels and national conflict. The
third category of risks arises from developmentshie wider international system.
Germany is a major trading country and concernediigpotential threats to supplies
of vital raw materials, markets and maritime tradeites. With technological

developments, the spread of ballistic missiles,ntbal, biological and nuclear
weapons; problems of international terrorism; immaiigpn from North Africa, the

East Mediterranean and the instability generatethbyappalling levels of poverty
and underdevelopment in many countries, are otbks affecting German foreign

and security policy formulation.

As Germany continues to work out its response ¢oathove-mentioned new
forms of threats, demands and responsibilitiesis itdoing so within a firmly
multilateral framework. This post-Cold Waicherheitspolitikis being pursued
within a dense institutional structure consistifigaseries of regional, European and
international organizations. This approach was sathrap by Chancellor Kohl
when he declared on 31 May 1991: “In the secufiggjd | am against ‘all or

nothing’, | am in favour of ‘but also’1®**,

The speech of the former German Foreign Ministeiclka Fischer in the
year 2000 reflected the fact that the German foreigd security policy strategy
aims to keep options open, rather than makingtsthoices. With regard to the

North Atlantic alliance, Fischer stated that

“The Alliance is still the guarantor of collectiviefense and security
in the North Atlantic area and will keep this ratethe twenty—first
century. For Germany in particular, transatlan@éetpership and the
U.S. political and military presence in Europe remthe key to
peace and security on our continent. Four timethis century the
United States has intervened militarily in Europggst recently in
Kosovo, because we Europeans believed ourselvespabte of
acting on our own. That is a lesson we must heethfofuture, too.

224 |bid., pp.216-217
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And given its geopolitical position, even a Eurdpat is one day
united will still need transatlantic safeguarda”

For Fischer, the process of European integratiahigprovement within the
field of foreign and security policy is not a clemfe to transatlantic alliance.
Rather, the growing responsibility and capabilifyEuropean states to safeguard
peace in Europe and tackle with the global chabengill strengthen the alliance.
According to Fischer, the United States is an ipeisable partner for European
Union and by supporting the European Union to bexstnonger, an effective and
coherent actor in international system, the Unates can gain an indispensable

and faithful partner in international politics. €er stated this as:

“A strong Europe will also make for stronger tratesatic relations
across the board—in the political, economic, anlitany domains. In
a globalized world, only a European Union that eah effectively—
not just on economic and financial issues, but atsthe area of
foreign and security policy—will be able to safeglpeace in Europe
and rise to the global challenges on today’s agehds clearly true
that the United States is the “indispensable nétion that its
contribution is essential to resolving internatibissues. It is up to
Europe to develop and become the “indispensablengrarto the
United States, while it is up to the United Stdteaccept and support
this process. This is the challenge-but also thensatlantic
opportunity—of a European security and defensepsf®

The following part of this study deals with Germangommitment to and its
role in NATO, EU and the OSCE.

2% Fischer, Joshchka, “The Indispensable Partri@egrgetown Journal of International Affajrs
Vol.1 No.1, Winter/Spring 2000 [in http://www.intgationalaffairs.com]
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5.7 Germany in NATO

Following the World War Il and the partition of Geany, the threat of
Soviet expansionism made the FRG to rely on thasa@antic alliance for its
security and territorial integrity. After becomireg NATO member in 1955, the
Bundesrepublilplayed an important role in the alliance both dmse for forward-
deployed NATO forces and as a major contributorthte conventional military
strength of the organization. Although Germany @rafes with France on the
development of ESDI and has been keen to see a wmwperative OSCE,
Germany’s commitment to NATO has not yet weakemeahny significant way. The
NATO alliance remains the bedrock of German segupilicy. As the former

Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer stated:

“The United States is vital to Europe’s securitypether internal or
external. In this age of globalization and increghi shared interests
and challenges, however, one thing is also moreoabvthan ever:
Europe is crucial to America’s security. This nexsiseinforced by
the new challenges that both the United States Euwndpe face,
ranging from proliferation of weapons of mass degion, to

terrorism and organized crime, to environmentaledls. In a
globalized world, there can be no security and gedsy on either
side of the Atlantic unless that security and peogyp are shared.
After all the blood spilled in what the British tosian Eric

Hobsbawm has aptly called an “age of extremesgs thia lesson
hopefully both the United States and Europe wilNeareforget. The
two components of this transatlantic bridge—Eurspaiportance to
America’s security and America’s role in Europeansity—together
constitute the strong and solid foundation of stianéerests on which
we have to build a transatlantic security partnerstdapted to the
new environment.

The crisis in Kosovo confronted NATO with a sevésst. It passed

the test with flying colors, demonstrating extranedy cohesion and
the capacity to act. The Alliance proved it hadcgssfully realigned
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itself, as agreed at the Washington summit, toaedpo the new
strategic environment in Europe and assume an iaporole in
conflict prevention and management. As in BosniaT® placed its
military capabilities at the service of the intefomal community,
aiding the search for a political solution to restpeace and respect
for human rights. NATO'’s intervention halted rampaationalism,
violence, and expulsion in Kosovo, paving the waiythe long—term
stabilization of Southeastern Euroffe”

There are four main reasons behind this strong abment:

Firstly, NATO provides an invaluable security gudee against a resurgent and
revanchist Russia. It also provides an insurandieypm the event of instability in

the former Soviet Union.

Secondly, German participation in NATO’s integrateilitary command provides a
very visible demonstration of its continuing/estintegratiorand its commitment to

multilateral defence cooperation.

Thirdly, the German government enjoys a close igeiahip with the US within the
context of “partnership in leadershff® Also, the German administration remains
convinced that a strong US military commitmentEarope is crucial for the

continent’s peace and security.

Finally, NATO is perceived as a tested allianceedasn democratic principles and

makes vital contribution to peace and stabilit§umrope.

The significance of NATO has not declined for GengpnaHowever, since
the end of the Cold War, there is broad consens@ermany and other members of

the alliance that NATO must reform its structurel &unctions, parallel to changing

227 |bid.

228 Asmus, Ronald D., “Germany and America: Partnedssiadership?”SurvivalVol.33 No.6,
November/December 1991, p.546
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security environment. The belief that the Europeapsd to assume a greater
responsibility for their own security is widely kebn both sides of the Atlantic. As

Fischer stated:

“Another remarkable outcome of the war in Kosove\wize way the
Europeans demonstrated a will to assume unpreastieotitical and
military responsibility within the Alliance—not onlin terms of their
military contributions, but also through the paéi initiatives of the
German EU Presidency and the final breakthrougheaetd by the
EU intermediary, Finnish President Ahtisaari, ands$an special
envoy Victor Chernomyrdin. The Stability Pact foousheastern
Europe also highlights the fact that Europeansnaxg more willing

than ever to shoulder political responsibility arsdconsequence&®.

Also, the idea of making NATO a more European oizmion and
strengthening ‘European pillar’, finds great suppoerGermany and Joschka Fischer

reflected this view as:

“It was at the Washington NATO Summit that the coomnechallenge
was first outlined: to enhance the vitality of tih@nsatlantic bond by
developing a balanced partnership in the fieldenusity and defense
policy. A self—-confident, emancipated Europe canarmger assume
that the United States is going to become invoineluropean crises
at all times and under any circumstance. We haweedo realize that
the end of the East—-West conflict not only opengd exciting
prospects for building a comprehensive order facpan Europe, but
also introduced new risks to security and stabiity our continent.
Bosnia and Kosovo underscored the need for Eumpagrove both
its political and its military effectiveness. Pregly because we
cannot always call on our North American partness tielp, the
European Union must develop its own military mamaget
capabilities so that it has the ability to act wénegr such action is
judged necessary.

That, however, means the Europeans must first leagpeak with
one voice. In that respect Europe has made comsildeheadway
with the appointment of Javier Solana as High Regmtative for
Common Foreign and Security Policy. Clearly, a trmmmmon
foreign and security policy is still a long way pHut it is essential

22 Fischer, Joshchka (2000), op. cit.
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that we stay the course and develop political ardany instruments
that will give us the capacity to act on our owrthe area of conflict
prevention and crisis manageméent”

NATO'’s relations with the countries of the formeaWaw Pact is the second
set of changes championed by Germany. The Bonnrigonant was a prime mover
behind NATO’s London Declaration of July 1990 whiffiered to extend the hand
of friendship to its former enemies. Also, in Oaobl991, Foreign Minister
Genscher and his American counterpart James Bak@oged the creation of an
institutionalized forum for regular high level catstion and discussion between
NATO, the USSR, the three Baltic states, and thenttes of East Europe. The
Genscher-Baker initiative was formally endorsedtiily NATO’s Rome Summit in
November 1991, which agreed to establish a ‘Nortlariic Cooperation Council.’
NATO’s military strategy and force structure haveeb the third set of changes,
sought by Germany. Germany played an important irolshaping NATO'’s far-
reaching ‘strategic review’ which was adopted a¢ tNovember 1991 Rome
Summit®’. This advocated a greater reliance or reinforcésnenthe event of war

and smaller, more mobile stationed forces configumemultinational corps.

In sum, although Germany has sought reform in 8tracand functions of
NATO, the alliance has remained the bedrock of Garsecurity. Alliance with the
US has primary importance for Germany, both forsésurity in particular and
European security in general. Thus, the end of2blel War and the removal of the
threat of Soviet expansionism have not brought abessening of Germany’'s

commitment to NATO.

20 hid.

21 Kamp, Karl-Heinz, “NATO Entrapped:Debating the N&nlargement Round'Survival Vol.40
No.3, Autumn 1998, p.173
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5.8 Germany in EU

With respect to European policy, some commentator§&ermany have
alluded to a so-called “Britishization” of Germanrgpean policy, implying that in
future this policy will be less committed to intagon, more sceptical towards new
integration proposals, more doubtful about commolicigs and less supportive of
common institutions, that is to say, closer to ¥ievs formulated in London up to
1997. State Secretary von Ploetz, from the BonmigorOffice, stated openly the
view that German European policy had become “moriésB”. “The Germans
asked themselves increasingly what benefits fanpisovereignty in (European)
integration issue area would bring and whether aul not be better to stick to
loose cooperation...”. ** I'm not pro-integraticst’ added Kohl’s European policy
adviser Joachim Bitterhich thus making clear whahKhad suggested on earlier
occasions, for the federal government, and continud@he expansion of EU
competencesMergemeinschaftungis no longer an article of faith and if better
results can be achieved by the normal method afelamoperation outside of the
rules of EU, then there is no reason to go furtladong the course of
integration...”®. It is clear therefore that the Germans are askioge than ever

about the costs and benefits of European integrgtiocess.

A more active role of the European powers in tlieédfof Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) and EU's capacity toimdhe sphere of these fields,
has made rapid advances in the late 1990s. Asdristhted:

“Galvanized by the war in Kosovo, Europe has alyeadade
significant progress in this area. In their Joimtclaration in St. Malo,
France and Great Britain laid the groundwork fog tireation of a

232 Kranz, Jerzy, “Germany, Quo Vadis? Aview from Pof3 German Politics\VVol.10 No.1, April
2001, p.153
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European security and defense union. During itd Buhand WEU
Presidency, Germany made the most of this new digmajpaving
the way for groundbreaking decisions at the 199B@w European
Council on the establishment of permanent poliicalitary
structures. In concrete terms, it is envisaged tth@tEuropean Union
should be able to plan, politically endorse, analycaut international
crisis response operations, with the necessarutishal framework
in place by the end of the year 2000.

EU member states have committed themselves toefudeveloping
their military assets and capabilities for deployti@ European—led
operations. That includes transport and reconnatgseapabilities as
well as improved command and information systenie Eurocorps
is to become a European crisis response force adlail for
deployment in NATO and EU operations. Another imt@ot aspect is
enhanced cooperation within the European defendesiry and

closer coordination in planning and procurement daegfense

equipment®3

The United States’ growing reluctance to carryriean burden for security
provision for its European allies means that Eurcgoe no longer afford not to act as
one in its security requirements. The stationin@\lied troops on German soil and,
more importantly, the extension of American guagastto provide a nuclear shield
against the Soviet Union’s nuclear threat were irtgya and the Washington Treaty,
signed in 1949, had laid down the commitment ofAHied powers to safeguard the
security of Western Europe. However, the replacémérthe Europe-first foreign
policy of the US by an Asia-first policy, made thkS to demand greater West

European involvement in European regional security.

233 Fischer, Joshchka (2000), op. cit.
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5.8.1 Germany and the Development of European Sectyr Policy

Stanley Hoffmann contends that Germany has notrtegp&rom its reliance
on multilateralism, but this reliance is now foudden a more assertive Germany,
less inhibited by its past and the internationafimment. This shift has had a major
impact on the development of EU security structuresvhich Germany seeks to
play a leading role. There are three main reasonsGerman policy-makers to
consider the development of a European foreigrcpdb be in the best interests of
Germany: First, Germany’'s support for the EuropBailitical Cooperation (EPC)
and CFSP process was a means to counteract thmedefes in German foreign
policy. Second, the confrontational aspect of td@Var during the late 1970s and
early 1980s necessitated the development of andiste European voice in the
international system. Subsequently, the post-Coéd BUropean system has seen ‘a
collapse of illusions’ regarding the future roledanterests of the US in European
regional security concerns. Finally, Germany hagedi the extention of cooperation
in foreign and security policy among EU member estaas furtherance of the
integration process. CFSP can be viewed as andréae European integration
process where Germany continues to play the rolusterknabg“the best pupil in

the class’§*

Whereas the function of NATO, with regard to theaarf foreign and
security policy, was limited in the field of diplaay, EPC provided an invaluable
opportunity for the pursuit of Germany’s foreignlipg objectives. Membership of
EPC provided an outlet for German diplomacy throoglfitilateralizing the foreign
policy, in order to prevent any suspicions of ar@amSonderwegrising. Germany
actively pursued the process of European integratieost notably in the Genscher-
Colombo proposals of 12 November 1981, to deepegiation and bring EPC into

234 Miskimmon, Alister J., “Recasting the Security Bains: Germany, European Security Policy and
Transatlantic RelationshipGerman PoliticsVVol.10 No.1, April 2001, p.85
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the EC process, with the aim of developing a comaefience. EPC provided West
Germany with an important ‘alibi function” whichrsed as a “means of deflecting
external pressure, and cover for shifts in natigraicy”?*>. NATO could not be

used as a forum for expressing Germany’s singaiaidn policy interests because
of the sensitive nature of the Cold War and thesisieity not to upset the close
transatlantic relationship. On the other hand, Ge&wynscored a number of
diplomatic sucesses through the CSCE and Chanc®tlomidt’'s successful efforts
to include INFs negotiations into the NATO agendahe late 1970s. Chancellor
Kohl pushed for foreign and security policy integra at Maastricht very much as a
way of deepening Germany’s commitment to the Eumopmtegration process.
However, German attempts to move forward foreigth security policy integration

were not considered to be an open challenge to iseremvolvement, in Europe, as

the common defense was considered a (very) lomg{peocess.

The inclusion of the Petersberg Tasks, agreed dy\tkU in June 1992, into
the Treaty of Amsterdam, marked an important stegvdrd in European security
policy. The inclusion of Article J. 7(2) to includeumanitarian and rescue tasks,
peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forcesisis ecnanagement, including
peacemaking’ was a bold step which clarified to soextent the relationship
between the WEU and EU, without suggesting a fdsfoiowever, this has also
placed much greater demands and expectations orP.CA8nce, the Bremen
Declaration of the WEU Council of Ministers thabkoplace on 10 and 11 May
1999, expressed the willingness of the Europeammsatto strengthen European
operational capabilities, as had been determineth&yPetersberg Tasks. This was
based on appropriate decision-making bodies arettafeé military means, within

NATO or national and multinational means, outside NATO framework.

The inclusion of the Petersberg Tasks into the Cp8#ents Germany,

France and the UK with major commitments spanningide range of military

2% |bid., p.85
2% |pid., p.87
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operations. The decisions made at the Cologne Summune 1999 and at Helsinki
in December 1999 represent positive strides to rieese commitments. For

Germany, in particular, the inclusion of the Pdierg Tasks demands a more
interventionist German style within the CFSP andnsethat Germany is no longer

able to shirk responsibility in military operations

Germany has aimed for Qualified Majority Voting (Mto be partially
extended to questions concerning the CFSP. Oppoesirfor the use of QMV
procedures were stated in the Treaty of Amsterdaran attempt to facilitate CFSP
decisions and to create the option of “coalitiohthe willing”, conducting missions
under EU auspices and leaving room for “constrectibstention”. Germany, also,
pressed for the appointment of a High Represertdoy CFSP, at Amsterdam, to
give EU a more visible face and point of contactvorld affairs. It is argued that
“the internalization of a European dimension okfgn policy is the most advanced
and explicit in Germany, where it forms part of teerall strategy of reflexive

multilateralism®38,

The development of a multilateral approach to fymeand security issues,
and the gradual development of an operational Eamopmilitary capability, have
been primary policy objectives for EU members. Thias reflected in the
Maastricht Treaty which announced the formationaof‘common foreign and
security policy” (CFSP). The Treaty also recognitieel WEU as an integral part of
the development of the EU, which could ask the WEelaborate and implement
the Union’s decisions which had defence impliagagio A declaration on the WEU
was attached to the Treaty which noted the menthatess intention “to build up the

WEU in stages as the defence component of the Urnddso, Germany, in tandem

237 Bagcl, Hiiseyin, “Tirkiye ve AGSK: Beklentiler, Erdier”, in Bal,idris (ed.),21.Yiizyilin
Esiginde Tiirk Dy Politikasy istanbul: Alfa Basim, 2001, p.602
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with France, became the driving force behind theoBorps which is a multinational

force (by 35.000 soldiers) and became operation20p5>°.

The “europeanist” initiatives have caused uneas&'ashington, London and
other “pro-atlanticist” capitals. Chancellor Koldgularly stated that the Eurocorps
is not a threat for or rival to NATO and he belidvihat Atlanticist-Europeanist
tensions could be finessed through the mediumeM#tU, which he envisaged as
the bridge between NATO and the EU. For this reagaermans welcomed the
NATO decision of January 1994, to create “combifadt task forces” (CJTF).
These forces are command and control structurdsn\iRATO'’s integrated military
command structure which are “separable but notragga It was planned to place
CJTF under a WEU operational command in order lmvathe WEU to conduct
humanitarian and peace-keeping operations, in daoge with the principles of the
Petersberg Tasks defined by the June 1992 WEUdPetgr Declaration.

NATO Foreign Ministers decided to create the Euappe&Security and
Defence Identity (ESDI), within the alliance, in 98 Berlin Summit. The 1997
Amsterdam Treaty took the development of secunity step further. The inclusion
of the Petersberg Tasks into the Treaty and thdemmgntation of them in May
1999, improved the defense capacity of the alliamte 1998 St. Malo Declaration
of Britain and France underlined the importancenaking the alliance that can hold
autonomous tasks. Also, the Declaration left opeor dor European tasks without
using NATO capabilities (in out of Atlantic allia@dssues). At June 2000 Santa
Maria da Feira Meeting of the European Council,dpean heads of states and
governments decided that the right of decision tdlong to EU on the issues of
crisis management, humanitarian aid, peace-keeppegations and deciding on
using the NATO capabilities. It was decided to wetfour EU working groups, to
provide cooperation with NATO. At November 2000 WHMnisters Summit in

Marseilles, WEU was abolished and its power, aiiycand capabilities were

239 Menon, Anand, Forster, Anthony and Wallace, Wiflj#A common European Defence?”,
Survival Vol.34 No.3, Autumn 1992, pp.110-122
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transferred to ESDI. The Pesidential DeclaratiothefNice Summit on 9 December
2000 claimed that ESDI would be autonomous on $kads and operations where
NATO was not involved. This Declaration increasdw® ttension between the

NATO’s European Union and non-European Union mesiffer

The problems of ESDI's roles and functions andrélations with NATO'’s
functions and capabilities, have not been solved@ermany is pursuing a balance
policy and does not want to be in a situation withihich it will have to make a
choice between Washington and Paris. German pafiscdo not (want to) see the
case as a “zero-sum game”, rather Germany wantéudion between Atlanticism
and Europeanism. Thus, Germany wants a Europedar pilithout alienating
Washington’s and NATO’s other non-EU members’ iagts. As Fischer stated:

“At the same time, however, one thing is certam:élations with

United States, “hegemony” in the field of foreignsecurity policy or
a duplication of efforts is not our goal. Quite tentrary, we remain
committed to the closest possible cooperation witNIATO, and

particularly with the United States. A self-confidd=urope is not a
denial of the transatlantic partnership. Obviousdynhew form of
burden—sharing within the Alliance, with the Euraps making a
bigger contribution, is also in the American inttrefor even the
United States as the sole remaining superpowegiteer willing nor

able to take care of all crises in all parts of Wwrld—especially not
when they happen on Europe’s doorstep.

A Europe that is able to act effectively can, tbgetwith the United
States, make a notable contribution to global btgbirhe world of
the twenty—first century needs multilateral indtdns and shared
rules. The UN was a magnificent and historic iddaooe of
America’s greatest presidents, Franklin D. Rootewde need a
global platform for common action in order to belealbto meet
effectively the challenges of the future. Moreovastory shows that
unilateral action by major powers invites the irmida or even the
formation of opposing powers, and thus ultimatedg k destabilizing
effect. There is a lesson here for both sides: pirust develop in
order to be a valuable partner and to remain clkedivhile the
United States must be wise enough-as it has beeftesobefore—to

240 Bagc, Hiiseyin (2001), op. cit., pp.599-604
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choose the arduous process of transatlantic cardm over the
tempting but dangerous option “go it aloné*®

In the above-mentioned sense, a Europe that istaldéectively contribute
to global stability and multilateral structures feommon action among the
associated countries, without hindering the trdasi¢ partnership and duplication
of efforts of NATO alliance, is necessary for Gemfareign and security policy-
making. To this end, Germany aims the creation oititateral structures within the
EU to enable the Europeans take care of crisesuoopE’s doorstep. However, this
is not an easy goal to reach. The following pasdlslevith the current issues and
problems facing German policy-makers in the procésseating European foreign
and security policy structures.

5.8.2 Current Issues Facing German Policy-Makers in CFSP

The Kosovo conflict, in 1999, provided an importamipetus for greater
European cooperation in CFSP. The commitment ofm@ay to strengthen EU
machinery within the field of foreign and securipplicy was emphasised by
Chancellor Schroder during the conflict, in order decure public support for

German involvement in the bombing of Serbia: ** Tiheegration of Germany into

241 Eischer, Joshchka (2000), op. cit.
182



the Western community of states is part of@@man StaatsrasoWe do not want

a German Sonderwey However, the new German government’s stance has
changed subtly. According to Schroder, “the newrfzan foreign policy will not be
unhistorical. But | believe we have shown in thetd years that there is no reason
to tie down the Germans, out of fear of the furwutanicus...My generation and
those following are Europeans because we want tmobéecause we must be. That

makes us freer in dealing with other§'®

The development of the CESDP, since the Cologneogaan Council
Summit in June 1999, leaves German policy-maketh two important choices:
The first relates to the direction in which Germamgnts EU’s foreign policy to
develop and the extent of the constraints on tbiscy Second, Germany must
decide what the EU’s future role should be. Germhag been described as a
zivilmacht relying on military means only as a last res@ermany appears
reluctant to commit to further military involvemeint multilateral task forces, while
at the same time remaining very aware of its resibdities as a NATO and EU
member. The uneasiness that remains within Gerramgerning the deployment of
the Bundeswehr for anything other than peace-keepjperations may result in
Germany'’s efforts to convince its main EU partnefgdhe merits of a minimalist
foreign and security policy in terms of the usenafitary force. Foreign Minister
Fischer has been vocal in expressing his continvieqy of EU as aivilmacht For
Fischer, the development of a European securityd@fignce capability is not about
a militarization of EU, rather EU must be made #eative and decisive peaceful
power which is able, as was the case in Kosovdydister the rule of law and
renounce violence and thereby to consign war agliacpl tool in Europe. Within
the same context, Angelika Beer, the defence spekssn for Alliance 90/Greens,
claimed that the civilian power character of EUbmot be lost?. In formulating
the security policy, the German foreign and segyrdlicy-makers face a dilemma:

While Germany is committed to the development &f @ESDP and to react to

242 Miskimmon, Alister J. 2001, p.92
43 |bid., p.93
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American calls to take more responsibility in itgro“backyard”, the transatlantic
link will continue to exert an important gravitatial pull. However, a reluctance to
develop the CESDP to a further level may lead wstfations on the part of France
and Britain, which feel more comfortable in resagtio armed force.

Another problematic issue has been the US misdields and the

proliferation of nuclear weapons. As Joschka Fissheged:

“Combating the proliferation of nuclear weaponswdtdde an area of
particular concern. Here, an important task awhadth Americans
and Europeans in the years ahead. In this liglet,réfection of the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty by the U.S. Senasepeaeived as
a major setback for worldwide efforts to promote clear

disarmament. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty isngortant

cornerstone of global efforts in this field, andthvaiut it the whole
system of cooperative disarmament and arms cordoolld be

jeopardized. This matter depends particularly om shance of the
United States, the world’s largest nuclear powewd embark upon
the course in the wrong way, a new, highly dangenmuclear arms
race could begin in crisis regions. Even the U@&ld not control

such a development, the result of which could abtee nuclear
anarchy. It is vital, therefore, that the Senatejsction of the treaty
last November not be the last word on the subj&et.must not place
at risk all of the painstaking progress accomplisheade in recent
decades in the field of disarmament and arms cbrithe same goes

for the ABM Treaty, a crucial pillar of the armsntml regime®**.

Europeans have been very critical of plans for anissile shield. This issue
is relevant for Germany and its security needs leeaf the non-nuclear character
of German defence. “Germany’s reliance on the USfouclear shield”, according
to Fischer, “was always based on our trust thatttBewould protect our interests,

and the US as the leading nuclear power, wouldaguee some sort of ordéf®.

24 Fischer, Joshchka (2000), op. cit.
245 Miskimmon, Alister J. (2001), op. cit., p.94
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5.9 Germany in the OSCE

The CSCE mechanism was initiated in 1975. Sincéoitaation in Helsinki
Summit at a time of detente in Europe, Bendesrepublikhas been one of the
staunchest supporters of this process. For BorenCBCE provided an ideal pan-
European framework for regulating the east-wesfloband provided a multilateral
forum for pursuingOstpolitik Genscher was a strong advocate of the CSCE and
strongly believed that the CSCE could provide anfwork for integrating the
communist states into a new and more cooperatimarisg structure. Genscher also
saw the CSCE as a provider of stability for the aiyic and sometimes
revolutionary developments in East Europe and thee$ Union. Thus, after the end
of the Cold War, Genscher played an important rabe providing the
institutionalization of the CSCE. At the Paris Suitnaf November 1990, the CSCE
heads of states and governments declared ‘ParigecHar a new Europe’ and
codified a series of principles for the conducimérstate relations and human rights
issues. The CSCE Summit of Helsinki, in the sumofet992, issued a document
called “the challenges of change”. Since then,GI®CE has focused primarily on
early warning, preventive diplomacy and crisis ngmment. At the Budapest
Summit, in December 1994, the CSCE was was institalized and became the
OSCE*.

For Germany, the OSCE offers an institutional frewmik for addressing the
legitimate security concerns of Russia and provide®rum for developing new

forms of cooperative security. However, Germanynilling to realize the Russian

248 Haftendorn, Helga (1996), op. cit., p.101
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plans for establishing a collective security regwtgch would subject NATO and
EU to the OSCE decisions. From German point of yighve OSCE fulfils five key
functions: First, it provides a forum for promotiagd codifying common standards,
values and norms, especially in the fields of hunmmts and the peaceful
resolution of disputes. Second, it offers mechasi$on the monitoring of human
rights violations of individuals and national miit@s. Third, it acts as a forum for
promoting military transparency, arms control, edahce- and security-building
measures and so, reducing dangers of armed coaftidt misunderstanding or
miscalculation of military activities which couldvg rise to apprehension. Fourth, it
provides a framework for pan-European multilateliplomacy on a range of issues.
Finally, it is developing instruments for prevemtidiplomacy, conflict avoidance

and crisis managemét

The transformation of the OSCE has been calletie@sransformation into a
regional equivalent of the United Nations, with ar&@ean ‘security council’. Thus,
the OSCE has played an important role in discusiagsecurity issues of Europe.
With regard to the objective of Germany to impraetations with the former
communist countries, the OSCE is a key forum forn@ay. However, Germany
(unlike Russia) does not want the OSCE to becorsecarity regime and to be
superior to NATO and EU.

247 Hyde-Price, Adrian (1998), op. cit., pp.223-224
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CONCLUSION

In the last quarter of the 19th century, one of gmamary concerns of
European political agenda was how to establishnioaleof power in continent
against the rising German potential. The Versaillesaty was thought to end the
German Question by the Entente Powers of World Waut through a logic of
punishing the Central Powers that lost the War. rHsailt was the rise of the Nazis
and Hitler and the World War Il started by the Bhireich. However, following the
World War I, the situation was different. This &nreconciliation, confidence-
building and integrating West Germany into the westcommunity was the most
favourable option due to the existence of a Sothetat that threatened western
values and political systems. West Germany becampard of the western
community and its institutional structures with thigectives to link with the world
in creation, to achieve economic recovery and deatization and to develop a
positive attitude towards integration. This wasicallly different from the political
system and objectives of the Third Reich that wemngly militarist, unilateral and

devastating threat for peace and stability.

The World War Il and the defeat of the country Hgtashifted West
Germany'’s foreign and security posture. The neweifpr and security logic was
built on cooperation instead of competition, on fhesuit of wealth rather than
power, on a quest for integration through transfiesovereignty instead of a vain
search for autonomy. West Germany rested on thadftions of a democratic
polity and projected the rules of this system amfiations among states, in Europe

and the world. The civilian and multilateral oriation of foreign and security policy
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discourse became the most striking characteri$tthbeonew West German political

system.

In the process of the reconstruction of West Germational identity and
foreign and security policy orientation, the masfportant point was not only the
rejection of past Germasonderweg(its anti-Western orientation, its tendency
towards totalitarianism and its military inclinatg), but also internalization of new
political values and shift towards a pro-Westerm gmo-democratic orientation.
Thus, liberal democracy and respect for human sigtivvilian policy-making and
implementation and multilateral orientation emergesl powerful core political
values in West Germany'’s foreign and security goliche civilian impulse implied
a strong preference for political solutions andafqund scepticism vis-a-vis the use
of forcé®*® While this attitude reflected the rejection oflitarist and unilateral
inclinations, it was also a strong part of Westr@am threat perception that pointed
out the peculiar security position of West Germatyring the Cold War.
Accordingly, any major war between the two blocsswa devastate (whole)
Germany, whatever the eventual outcome of thatwaard be. In this sense, West
Germany on the one hand was not to fundamentaify §bm its civilian and
multilateral orientation and on the other hand totgct its security and foreign
policy objectives. Thus, West Germany’s constructedues, interests (realist
factors) and systemic considerations of bipolancttire had to be hand in hand.
Constructed values rested on West Germany’s irlteedhorientation of civilian
and multilateral discourse that became the defiohmyacteristic of the new political
culture of the country. The realist factors werdirsil as the objectives of
reunification, preserving security of West Germarritory, its citizens and liberal
democratic system through economic recovery. Thestesyic-structural
considerations acted in both ways to realize ti@seests and to be sensitive to the
concerns of international community to keep Germanger control. That was the

picture of post-World War Il political atmospheregeneral terms.

248 Maull, Hanns W. (2000a),0p. cit., pp.65-66
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With the sudden and unexpected reunification ahtaay and the end of the
East-West confrontation that destructed the bipstancture, concerns about the
return of German Question aroused. In theory, ¢umified Germany was now free
to return to the role of one of Europe’s Great Pevasnd pursue power politics. This
was, also, to some extent the result of the wayCibld War ended: It ended with no
peace treaty and did not establish a new intenmalimstitution to define the new
structure. Whatever the definition would be (ungwplmultipolar, etc.) uncertainty
and unsustainability have become the basic chaistite of the international
system. The early expectations were towards a neddverder that was coloured
with optimism. However, this was falsified soon. &Ylsame into being was the new
world disorder. Although there was no conventiahatat, asymmetric threats such
as political and economic instability, ethnic aredigious conflicts, international
terrorism, weapons of mass destruction and migratiecame the new security
concerns. What would Germany do in this new enwvitent? Wouuld it become
militarized and shift from its civilian and multteral policy orientation?
Theoretically, as it was reunified, economicallyargi and free from the rigid
structural constraints of bipolar system, it codld so. However, the reunified
country showed no desire to depart fundamentatiynfits post-war foreign policy
orientation. It strongly insisted on continuity its integration policy into the
Western Alliance system, stuck to the civilian powele concept and remained

faithful to its multilateral responsibilities.

In his bookRisiko Deutschlandpublished in 1995, Joschka Fischer argued
that it was certainly not in Germany’'s nationalemnast to give up the dominant
civilian power character of its politics and adaptnore assertive foreign polféy.
However, Joschka Fischer, the Green realo famotlk fhis military pacifism,
became the Foreign Minister of a coalition governmthat deployed German
military forces in combat missions abroad (as inséim without UN Mandate).

How can this be explained?

29 Eischer, Joschk&®&isiko Deutschland: Krise und Zukunft der DeutscBelitik, Koln:
Kiepenheuer und Witsch, 1995, pp.228-229
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As mentioned above, the civilian power conceptwuch West German
foreign policy was settled after the World Warithplied a foreign policy identity
which promoted multilateralism, institution-buildgirand supranational integration,
and tried to constrain the use of force in intaoral relations through national and
international norms. This foreign policy orientatiavas shaped by Germany’s
traumatic past. This is to say, the lessons deffinad history led to aversion against
the use of military power and Germany never agaamta/ to threaten stability in
Europe and the international system. With the pskaof the SU, the threat
emanating from the Communist Bloc has disappedngéidethno-nationalist conflicts
erupted on Europe’s periphery. The new securityyresthat emerged has forced
various international actors to change their stmag and policies to adjust to new
environment. Inevitably, Germany has shifted te® $ecurity posture to overcome
the new threats. However, this new security postdos not constitute a
fundamental departure neither from Germany’s pastfareign policy identity as a
civilian power nor its multilateral orientation, drfGermany manages to reconcile

most core values of Germany’s post-war foreignqyoli

The evolution of German foreign policy in the 1930 its policy in this
period can be identified as one of modified contyuThe starting point of the
continuity thesis is the emprical finding that thmst-reunification German
governments’ foreign policy rhetoric continued ttvess central themes of the
civiian power ideal-type and commitment to muliieal structures. It can be
underlined that reunified Germany stuck to its dtead policy of active integration
and broad international cooperation. Germany’singhiess to further integrate into
EU and NATO, its aim to seize autonomy through theunciation of nuclear
weapons and the limitation on the troop strengththef German Armed Forces,
reflect the reunified Germany’s motives and objexgi

Germany'’s changing position on out-of-area missminfie Bundeswehcan

be grounded on two main reasons: First one iscliaage in attitudes towards the
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utility and legitimacy of military action is due fressure from Germany’s partners,
to make Germany take more responsibilities in titernational fora. Second, the
change is conceptualized as a product of societaslization. Facing the dilemma
that non-military means had not been sufficient deter Serb forces from
slaughtering civilians in the UN-protected areasscler argued that Germany’s
traditional pacifism could not mean that Germansulostand by idly when

genocide happened. In his speech to the Bundestige 1995, he argued:

“We are in a real conflict between basic values @e one hand,
there is the renunciation of force as a vision oivald in which
conflicts are resolved rationally, through recourse laws and
majority decisions, through the constitutional @ss and no longer
through brute force; a world in which military meaare rejected, and
in which the aim is to create structures to repldwm and make
them redundant. On the other hand, there is thedyldilemma that
human beings may be able to survive only with tee af military
force. Between solidarity for survival and our coitment to non-
violence — that is our dilemm&®.

During a visit to the German Federal Ministry off@gce, with colleagues
from the German Council on Foreign Relations (DGAR)July 2007, Colonel Dr.
Udo Ratenhof pointed out global risks and challengs: international terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regioconflicts, migration and
energy security. For Colonel Ratenhof, a comprekensecurity understanding is
necessary to meet these challenges and comprebessturity can be provided
through political, economic, ecological and soa#hbility. Within this context,
Colonel mentioned Germany'’s security interestd@greserve free and democratic
order; to protect German territory; to prevent oegi crises and manage conflicts;
to confront global challenges; and to promote oped free trade and to reduce
poverty. Whereas Colonel Ratenhof defined Germagida and security policy to
be comprehensive, multilateral and forward-lookihg, mentioned that there are

cases which make military intervention necessargffisis-prevention. However, he

20 Maull, Hanns W. (2000a),0p. cit., p.63
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strongly stated that he did not mean military imégrtion in classical understanding.
As human security became one of the new and impioctancerns of the post-Cold
War structure, military intervention, for Coloneatenhof, can be in form of military
contribution to protect civil elements in crisisgiens, military assistance and

provision of equipment and technical advice.

Germany’s modification in its attitude towards @ty operations has been
part of the structural and institutional changeniternational and European politics.
Following the end of the Cold War, discussions o future role of NATO and EU
started. The idea to turn these two organizatioas f'community of prosperity’
into ‘community of values’ gained weight. In additi to this, with the Helsinki
process, beginning in 1975, the concepts of demgaad human rights and respect
for these values have become important issuesicdhduct of inter-state relations.
Germany'’s sensitivity for the non-violation of humaghts is a key fact, laden with
its traumatic history. Thus, Germany’s involvement use of force (with the
precondition of multilateral involvement) to prevdruman suffering and to prevent
‘genocide’ is no surprise. In other words, Germangvolvement in use of force, to
keep these values, is to be regarded as a prodesslopting international

community and acting within the context of the ipglof responsibility’.

Germany is a member of NATO, EU and the OSCE. Tepkeooperative
relations with Washington, Paris and Moscow is pghienary objective for German
foreign policy-makers. However, it is obvious thia¢se options do not add up to a
coherent whole and to harmonize political objecigéthese organizations is not an
easy task: The French connection does not fit thiéhAtlantic one, and the Central
European option clashes with the Russian relatipnsis well as with the necessity
of keeping EU homogeneous for the purpose of deegerlowever, Germany has
pursued a policy of diversification, balance andhpensation. Thus, German grand
strategy will maximize options and minimize harddaast commitments. It will
want to retain a paid-up insurance policy undetemitoy the US. It will try to keep

its special friendship with France, without forgakiBritain. Germany will seek to
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bring East and Central European countries into NAGr@d EU. However, it will
pursue a ‘Greater Central European Sphere’ withdgmaoe, taking care not to

alienate Russia or to stimulate Western suspiéians

Within the context of the aim of this study, wiggard to the questions asked
at the beginning, and through the foreign and sgcpolicy record of Germany
since the reunification, this study comes to thectsion that though the ‘German
Question’ has not been totally resolved, it is lijkeo be less traumatic. It is no
surprise that German foreign and security polidiese evolved parallel to the
international developments and have adopted toirternational structure and
‘atmosphere’ within which these policies are foratatl. However, this is not a
radical shift from the parameters and orientatibrihe West German foreign and
security policies, settled during the Cold War. $hitt can be argued that continuity
dominates over change in German foreign policyraduthe 1990s. The objective to
protect human security and the pressure from partioemake Germany take more
responsibility has made Germany make small modifina in its attitude towards
military operations. However, this study has shotinat there has been no
fundamental shift from civilian and multilateraliemtation. Germany has stuck to its
role of civilian power. Although it has become megdf-confident and has started to
take more responsibility, it has remained committeds multilateral arrangements.
Germany’s primary goal is to keep its status ag@uml and respected member of
the international community and this depends on shecessful, peaceful and
democratic closure of the German Question, whichbbeen the case since the end
of the World War 11, continued during the 1990s apdto present.

%1 joffe, Josef (1996), op. cit., pp.270-271
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