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Germany and Peace Support Operations: Policy After the Karlsruhe
Decision

ROBERT H. DORFF

From Parameters, Spring 1996, pp. 73-90. .

The end of the Cold War fundamentally transformed the political environment in the Federal Republic of Germany. At
a time when some countries were fragmenting or dissolving altogether, Germany grew larger with unification. The end
of the occupation of Germany by the World War |1 victors restored full sovereignty to the rehabilitated German state.
Together with the sweeping changes in Central and Eastern Europe, this restored sovereignty quickly thrust the Federal
Republic of Germany into the limelight of international foreign and security affairs. Its geopolitical position, as well as
its obvious economic strength, guaranteed a central role for Germany in the unfolding events. The only questions
concerned the precise form and nature of that emerging role.

The reemergence of a fully sovereign Germany also coincided with the explosion of peace support operations under
the auspices of the United Nations, and attention quickly focused on the role Germany would play in such operations.
This article addresses the emergence of Germany as a "normal™ international actor from the perspective of its evolving
policies regarding peace support operations.[1]

The focus on peace support operations is important because it affects issues related to US and allied military
operations. Military leaders from these countries need to know more about what to expect from Germany in future
contingencies. It is also important to the strategic community because it is at the heart of a perplexing set of issues
currently on the international agenda, namely the kinds of conflicts generating a need for such operations and the
appropriate responses and requisite capabilities to address them.

In the context of a general examination of German peace support operations, this article argues that it is a mistake to
draw sweeping conclusions from the June 1995 Bundestag decision to contribute to the UN Rapid Reaction Force
(RRF) and subsequently to the NATO-led Peace Implementation Force (IFOR). What is occurring in Germany today
is a serious and profoundly difficult debate about its new identity and what the world expects from it. External forces
and events are pushing Germany at a time when its leaders and people would prefer to go much more slowly. The real
world will not allow them that luxury, and hence we see a policy process that is filled with tensions and even
contradictions. Those outside Germany must understand something of the mix of external and internal forces at work
in order to understand what to expect from Germany today and in the near future.

Background

As post-Cold War conflicts began to appear, Germany initially had an easy answer to the questions about the role it
would play. Its constitution (Grundgesetz or "Basic Law") prohibited it from actively participating in military
operations outside of Germany and NATO. So while it might contribute a substantial sum of money in support of the
coalition arrayed against Saddam Hussein,[2] it would not have to debate whether it should send troops. Yet even then,
most observers felt that the constitutional issue would be rather quickly resolved, at which time the debate about the
new German role in international security affairs would begin in earnest. And indeed, on 12 July 1994, the German
Constitutional Court in Karlsruhe handed down its ruling that would, in future, allow for the use of the Bundeswehr in
"out-of-area™ operations. And, rather than putting an end to the debate, the Court's ruling was actually the starting
point; now the issues would have to be discussed, debated, and decided in the domestic political arena without the
protection of a constitutional prohibition. The issue had been fully joined. What views would the German government
articulate on the use of military force in international affairs generally and in support of peace operations specifically?

[3]
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The events in Yugoslavia played a significant role in the debate. Feeling the economic, social, and political effects of
the transformations in Eastern Europe perhaps more acutely than any other West European country, Germany under
Chancellor Helmut Kohl had moved quickly to express its views about the necessity of expanding Western institutions,
such as the European Union (EU), eastward. Eager to support liberal international principles such as self-
determination, and perhaps somewhat frustrated by the slowness of its European allies to respond to the very real threat
of massive refugee movements, Germany was the first to grant formal recognition to Croatia and Slovenia in December
1991.

A wave of criticism and analysis followed. Was this the sign of the new, independent Germany? Would it press its
foreign policy desires unilaterally? While in retrospect much of this debate appears exaggerated and a bit alarmist, the
repercussions for Germany have been apparent. As the crisis in the former Yugoslavia worsened, and the calls for
Western intervention intensified, Germany found it increasingly difficult to hide behind its constitutional prohibition.
If the new Germany was going to take foreign policy initiatives on its own (so went the logic at the time), then it
would have to become a full partner in all international affairs, including paying the full costs (not just financial) of
political-military follow-ons to those initiatives. Whether the Germans wanted to or not, the shroud of the
constitutional prohibition would have to be lifted. It was not simply a matter of domestic politics; the issue had been
fully internationalized.

Official Policy Statements

Although written prior to the Federal Constitutional Court ruling of July 1994, the White Paper 1994 contains the most
current and comprehensive official statement of German policy concerning peace support operations.[4] Yet, there is
no section devoted solely to that topic. In fact, there is no chapter or sub-chapter heading referring to such operations
or even to crisis management. Rather, one finds references to such operations interwoven throughout the discussions of
the contemporary international situation, the concept of German security and defense policy, and the role of Germany
as a country firmly committed to, and embedded in, a set of multilateral security institutions. The search for official
German policy on peace support operations begins with this document.

In forewords to the White Paper, Chancellor Helmut Kohl and Federal Minister of Defense Volker Riihe both
acknowledge the importance of peace support operations to German security policy by pointing to the contributions
already made by German forces.[5] Both make overt references to the manner in which those contributions have been
received by the international community. Notably absent is any clear reference to German security interests served by
these operations. Further evidence of the extent to which the issue of German involvement in such operations had been
internationalized appears throughout the White Paper, most obviously in the frequency with which it acknowledges the
new and broader role that Germany must play in international security affairs.[6] The language is clear if not direct:
Germany is "called upon" and "expected to" contribute to and share in the responsibility.

Yet the regional analyses, as well as important qualifying language throughout the document, make it clear that
German interests are primarily, if not exclusively, located in Europe.[7] Although responding to external pressures to
assume greater international responsibility, German security policy seems to be laying the groundwork for limiting that
responsibility to Europe and circumscribing the possible range and scope of operations into which the Bundeswehr
might be drawn. It is as though Germany is defining a role for itself as a willing, but not too able, partner.

This broader tension is evident throughout the document. On the one hand, rhetoric abounds about the need for more
effective and comprehensive international conflict prevention and crisis management mechanisms, including the
possible use of military force.[8] On the other hand, qualifications about the German role in such international
mechanisms appear with equal regularity. At times they appear to contradict the argument that Germany will now play
the role it is "called upon” or "expected” to play, either by limiting that role geographically or in kind.[9]

Finally, there is an inherent tension in the approach toward crisis and conflict management and prevention as
advocated and the procedures Germany would employ in arriving at a decision to participate in peace support
operations. The White Paper implies that Germany would use essentially the same criteria for deciding as are required
for similar Western European Union (WEU) decisions. This includes provisions that a WEU resolution be unanimous,
and that each member state remain "free to decide on the basis of its constitution whether or not to participate.”[10] It



is hard to imagine how such procedures can be used in support of a crisis management system; timely, decisive action
is the hallmark of successful crisis management, a commodity rendered virtually unattainable in such a system of
individual political decisionmaking. Each member will review any proposed action on a case-by-case basis, and that
review will include a full domestic debate and decision. For Germany, already seeking to set limits on its
contributions, the process almost guarantees that the Bundeswehr will not be "ordered into action under WEU
command” any time soon.[11] By implication, German participation in peace support operations will occur only after
intense public deliberation.

In sum, the White Paper, as a formal statement of German policy in regard to peace support operations, contains
unresolved tensions and perhaps contradictions. There is ample acknowledgment of the changing nature of
international conflict in the post-Cold War world. The proliferation of ethnic and religious conflict, and its emergence
in the form of civil wars and the collapse of governability, represent increasing threats to international security and the
security of Europe and Germany. Similarly, the discussions frequently address the need for more effective systems of
conflict and crisis management to deal with such threats, including the willingness and capability to use force if
necessary. And finally, there is substantial awareness of the growing expectation that Germany must play a greater role
in, and share the responsibility for, the operations that support such systems. However, the caution in circumscribing
just what that role might be for the Federal Republic of Germany in general, and the Bundeswehr specifically, seems at
times to run counter to the acknowledgment that Germany must assume its full share of the responsibilities. Because
this document was written prior to the Federal Constitutional Court decision, it is necessary to examine what has
happened since that decision was announced to see if some of the potential tensions have been resolved or clarified.

The Tornado Controversy

For supporters of an expanded German role in international security affairs, the Constitutional Court decision
represented a completion of the transition to full sovereignty which was begun with the unification process and the
Two-plus-Four agreement. To others more critical of such a role, the decision opened the way to a "remilitarization”
of German foreign policy.[12] Two subsequent developments deserve attention, the first a general development in the
debate about German military involvement "out-of-area™ and the second a specific policy issue that arose late in 1994.

The general development was already in evidence prior to the Court's decision, but became more apparent in the
months thereafter. This was the increased use of the "history" argument against German involvement "out-of-area,"
especially in the former Yugoslavia. The argument, expressed simply, is that the reappearance of the German military
would be counterproductive and potentially disastrous for peace efforts in parts of Europe occupied by the Wehrmacht
during World War I1. Initially referring specifically to the Serbs in the Bosnian crisis,[13] this argument grew and
expanded over time. By June 1995, there was a recognition that this had become for many the substitute for the
constitutional prohibition argument. As one member of the Bundestag put it, in words used nearly verbatim by a
retired senior army officer and former member of the Defense Ministry staff one day later, such an argument would
mean that “there would be virtually no place in all of Europe that the Bundeswehr could be deployed."[14] Although
this argument subsequently lost some of its resonance, SPD Party Leader Rudolf Scharping observed during the 30
June 1995 parliamentary debate on allowing German combat planes to be sent to Bosnia that ECR-Tornados with the
Iron Cross would only heat up the conflict rather than diffuse it.[15] The reference to the "history" argument was clear.

The specific policy issue resulted from a request made by the SACEUR, General George Joulwan, for Luftwaffe
Tornados.[16] On 30 November 1994 General Joulwan approached the German government about providing six ECR-
Tornados to be used by NATO. The Serbs had a growing surface-to-air missile capability around Bihac, and the
Tornados offered a favorable counter-threat capability. But Bonn was not yet prepared to deal with such a request.
Following the Karlsruhe decision, there was no attempt to initiate a broad-ranging discussion of the appropriate roles
and missions for the Bundeswehr in peace support operations. In fact, political leaders generally wanted to avoid such
a discussion. The political climate at the time made some of that reluctance understandable; national elections coming
up in October cast long shadows, making members of all the major parties unwilling to risk an emotional and divisive
debate. And for a country new to such debates, the example of the US anguish over the Haiti decision could not have
offered much encouragement. Why launch such a debate if no concrete situation made it necessary?

What ensued was a very interesting, even entertaining, exercise in creative diplomacy. In effect, the German



government chose not to respond to General Joulwan's request. Classifying Joulwan's action as an "informal inquiry"
rather than a formal request from NATO, Bonn simply gave no answer. This removed any immediate necessity to
initiate a debate, either within the government or in parliament. And to bolster the non-decision further, members of
parliament and the government pointed out that NATO was unlikely to order any military mission involving the
German Tornados; therefore, as the Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social Union parliamentary group leader
Wolfgang Schaeuble stated, a "decision in reserve" was unnecessary.[17]

What is clear from these developments is that the question of German participation in peace support operations had
become fully politicized. Under the oft-cited constraints of the constitutional question, Germany could avoid the
perplexing debates about whether to participate in such operations and, if so, under what conditions. Once the legal
issues were clarified, it was only natural that political considerations would take over. The question then is whether the
political debate will be a full and open one or more like what followed General Joulwan's request in November 1994,
In that debate a host of political considerations led to some amazing antics on the part of the German government to
avoid giving any clear answer at all. The "history" argument was simply one of many justifications offered up as a
logical, nonpolitical explanation for what is and always will be a very political (and difficult) decision for any country.

Current Policy Perspectives

This section examines the perspectives of several key players in the German policymaking process, including the
military, the political parties, the government, and public opinion. The purpose is to provide a brief sketch of the views
that obtain within each grouping; this is not an attempt to present a thorough delineation of all views, nor to decide
which view currently prevails.[18] This section begins with the defense planning community, turns next to an overview
of public opinion, and finally examines the contemporary political landscape.

The Ministry of Defense. It is not surprising that some of the clearest statements and policies on German peace support
operations are found among the military and the civilian planners within the Ministry of Defense (MoD). The German
defense planning system requires thinking on such issues to develop without a highly publicized political debate. Of
course, once those policies are outlined and presented to the cabinet, before a recommendation goes to the full
parliament, they become the object of intense public scrutiny, and political leaders are identified as being responsible
for them. But prior to that point policy discussions often occur in relative quiet. This helps explain why some of the
clearest statements about emerging security policy, including potential problems, exist within the MoD.[19]

One document in particular provides an interesting overview of current MoD thinking on German peace support
operations. Written in July 1994 and circulated publicly, it is entitled Conceptual Guideline for the Further
Development of the Bundeswehr.[20] The Guideline attempts to build a bridge between the wide-ranging analysis of
the 1994 White Paper and actual force planning. It distinguishes between two missions for the Bundeswehr: traditional
territorial defense and crisis reaction. The document points out that while the traditional defense mission remains an
important focus of German defense planning and force structure, it is ironically the greatest threat but the least likely
contingency in the post-Cold War security environment to which the Bundeswehr might have to respond. On the other
hand, crisis reaction is the most likely operation, but the one for which the Bundeswehr is the least well prepared.[21]
It then discusses the kinds of changes anticipated in reconfiguring the Bundeswehr to meet the requirements of a
fundamentally changed strategic situation. Particularly significant is the assessment that the current strategic
environment allows for a noticeable reduction in the forces-in-being devoted to territorial defense, and hence their
reallocation to the crisis reaction mission.[22] Although not released until after the Karlsruhe Court ruling, the thinking
behind this document obviously was underway well before the constitutional issue was clarified.

The most recent MoD thinking was evident in interviews and discussions in June 1995, and undoubtedly appeared in
some form in the Bosnian policy recommendation and subsequent debate later that same month.[23] Referencing
"interests and objectives of German foreign and security policy,” as well as German "responsibilities as an Alliance
partner,” several individuals referred to what can be stated as basic principles underlying emerging German policy.
First, everyone interviewed made clear references to a case-by-case decision process, always involving public debate
and parliamentary approval. Obviously, domestic political processes will dominate; there will be no automatic formula
for German participation. Second, some of the views are carryovers from previously articulated guidelines, such as the
general limitation of German support to conflict management in the European region, and the requirement for



multinational participation and international mandates in support of such operations. Third, there must be a clear,
credible political strategy that leads or contributes to the resolution of the conflict, and the military operation must
have a definable end state and exit strategy. Fourth, there must be compelling reasons for the use of force under
Chapter VII of the UN Charter, and the threat to German security, European stability, or international peace must be
evident. Finally, there is a strong rejection of the "history™ argument against German participation, at least as a sui
generis limitation. On the surface at least, current MoD thinking appears to reflect significant progress in the
development of Germany as a normal international actor, reacting to important changes in the international security
environment and attempting to define some criteria to be used in reaching decisions about where, when, and how to
participate.

However, some caution is in order about this interpretation, and it relates directly to the role and influence of the MoD
in the overall political processes. In short, it is difficult to say in advance how much of the MoD staff view will prevail
in the end. As Catherine Kelleher observed more than ten years ago, the German defense organization is quite
idiosyncratic and most often dominated by the personality and style of the Defense Minister.[24] Certainly Riihe has
demonstrated a willingness to go outside the established bureaucratic procedures when he deems it necessary or
desirable, which means that he may or may not accept his own ministry's positions and arguments. Moreover, he must
ultimately convince the Federal Security Council of the Cabinet and the parliamentary Defense Committee, which may
require substantial modification of the original MoD views.[25] And historically, the MoD (as distinct from the
Defense Minister) has not been especially powerful or influential in determining overall policy.[26] So despite the
generally high quality of the work being done there, one should be cautious in assessing the significance of MoD
thinking for the future of Germany as a normal international actor. The key will be how much influence such thinking
has on Ruihe and the government.

Public Opinion. Analyses and commentaries frequently point to the reticence of the German public to accept any
departure from the traditional "culture of restraint™ in post-World War Il West German foreign and security policy.
This has generally included maintaining a low profile for Germany in the power politics of international affairs,
particularly in crisis management, and especially in the use of force. One of the central issues in the question
concerning Germany's evolution into a normal international actor, then, is whether public opinion will allow or accept
such a change. For the purposes of this article, it is necessary to examine public opinion briefly as it pertains to the role
of Germany in international peace support operations.

The skepticism of the German public about an activist international role for their country is well documented, as is a
pervasive aversion for power politics. In the recent debate concerning German participation in the RRF, numerous
references were made to what the public would or would not support, with members of the coalition and the opposition
frequently citing the limits of public support as justification for their positions.[27] While the public remains generally
skeptical of such operations, recent evidence suggests that subtle but important shifts in public attitudes and opinions
are under way.

Support for continued German ties to NATO is very strong; a recent Institut flir Demoskopie Allensbach survey found
that 69 percent considered NATO membership important compared to 70 percent at the beginning of the 1980s
(arguably at the height of the Cold War).[28] In fact, the escalating instability and crisis situations in the former Soviet
Union have increased public desires for NATO to remain both intact and strong, going from 57 percent in 1991 to 71
percent today. And Franz-Josef Meiers notes that 74 percent of the public support "NATO involvement in new crises
on Europe's periphery.”[29] However, 55 percent of those same respondents "agreed that the Bundeswehr's role should
remain limited to territorial defence and that Germany's allies must assume responsibility for such missions [crisis
management] themselves."[30]

The same Demoskopie survey found that the participation of German soldiers as international peacekeeping troops of
the United Nations was supported by a majority only in the former West Germany; in the former East Germany only
29 percent favor such participation whereas 52 percent are opposed.[31] Meiers also cites the results of a poll
conducted by Infratest Burke Berlin after the 1994 national elections in which as many as 75 percent of the German
public supported the use of military force for humanitarian purposes and traditional peacekeeping missions. However,
he observes that this support declines "when specific scenarios including combat missions were put to Germans."[32]
In principle the German public supports peace support operations, including the use of military force if necessary; in



practice, however, they seem less inclined to support specific operations and especially Bundeswehr involvement in
them.[33]

Yet it appears that German public opinion has begun to acknowledge, at least in part because of all the media coverage
of crises, civil wars, and human tragedy around the globe, that the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact do not mean that the world is necessarily a safer place. This shows up most clearly in the reversal of
public attitudes about military service. A majority of the German public had by 1993 concluded that obligatory public
service was more important to society than military conscription. By 1995 this view had shrunk to 32 percent in the
former West Germany (from 50 percent) and to 33 percent in the former East Germany (from 60 percent).[34] The
trend is toward a view of the world and German society that on the surface seem compatible with a more activist
international role for Germany, including, if necessary, the use of military force. However, there is still a prevailing
view that such military action can be left largely to Germany's allies, especially the United States.

Nonetheless, current opinions suggest there are increasing opportunities for German leadership to convince the public
that "out-of-area"” peace operations are necessary and that they support German and European interests. But the
necessity for Bundeswehr participation in such operations, whether to protect those interests or to respond to external
calls for greater German responsibility and burden-sharing, seems to have registered only weakly in the minds of the
public. This represents the challenge for German political leadership: to convince the public, which is increasingly
inclined to see the dangers and threats of post-Cold War conflicts (especially those close to home), that Germany is
"called upon" and "expected” to include Bundeswehr participation in operations to meet those threats and counter those
dangers. Is German political leadership up to that challenge?

The Political Landscape. One word summarizes the overall political landscape in Germany today in the realm of peace
support operations: divided. As one senior retired Bundeswehr officer put it, the "main problem is that there is no
unified German position™ on what policy should be. These divisions exist not only between the coalition and the
opposition, but within the coalition itself, within the government and the ministries, and even within the individual
parties. Given the historical emphasis on consensus decisions, and the special requirement for overwhelming consensus
when it comes to issues involving the possible use of military force, it is hardly surprising that Germany has found it so
difficult to devise a policy with clear guidelines.

The Government. The Kohl-led government has taken the lead in forging some consensus on peace support operations
generally and the Bosnian policy specifically.[35] The road to this consensus, however, was anything but smooth. Rifts
have appeared within the coalition and even within the Chancellor's own party. Policy has appeared to vacillate and
change dramatically almost overnight. Kohl has been variously characterized as, on the one hand, craftily leading
Germany down a path toward militarizing German foreign policy and, on the other, as allowing German policy to drift
aimlessly as he plays games with the allies, desperately seeking ways in which to avoid making any commitments or
giving any clear answers. Neither statement is accurate, for the truth lies somewhere in between these two extremes.
Simply put, Kohl's political margin for error is so narrow following the 1994 parliamentary elections that he cannot
afford a major policy disaster. Particularly in an area fraught with so many emotional time bombs as this, being caught
too far out front or too far behind elite and mass opinion could seal the coalition's, as well as Kohl's own political fate.
At the same time, external pressures from allies, bound together with questions about the future of NATO and the EU,
also place stresses and strains on the government. Extreme caution is the guiding principle behind the Kohl
approach.[36]

Perhaps the most significant political problem within the coalition concerns the present and future of the Free
Democratic Party (FDP). It is not only divided on the issue of peace support operations, it is badly split over a variety
of key issues. In fact, the FDP is in the throes of a struggle for its political survival. Having watched its support in the
national elections dwindle dangerously close to the minimum threshold of five percent for remaining in parliament, it
has recently faced a series of embarrassing losses in state elections. Its performance in elections in North-Rhine
Westphalia and in Bremen were so poor that they prompted Foreign Minister Klaus Kinkel to resign as party leader.
Kinkel continues to serve as Foreign Minister and Vice-Chancellor, but at a time when he will need to be a forceful
spokesperson for any future deployment of the Bundeswehr in peace support operations, the precarious situation of the
FDP works strongly against him and his ability to provide that much-needed support.[37] Critical elections in several
German states early in 1996 may provide a clearer view of the FDP's future.



Within the cabinet differing views on peace support operations have also emerged, especially between Foreign
Minister Kinkel and Defense Minister Rihe. Kinkel has been openly supportive of a broader role for the Bundeswehr
in peace support operations, whereas Ruhe has been much more cautious and circumspect.[38] The differences were
still evident in the carefully coordinated statements made by both Kinkel and Riihe before the German parliament as
they sought support for the government's recommendation to contribute forces to the RRF. Kinkel stressed the need for
Germany to show solidarity with the UN Security Council, NATO, and the EU; the German interests that are involved,
the need to expand the concept of security in German thinking; and the expectation that Germany would "actively
share in protecting the international order."[39] Rilhe emphasized the limiting features of the policy: the mission was to
help people and nothing more; the collapse of the UN mission must be prevented; the ECR-Tornados would be used
only in the event of an attack against the Blue Helmets, and then only to protect the aircraft of other countries.[40]
While Kinkel continued to suggest much broader reasons for German participation in such operations, Rilhe seemed to
be concerned with delineating the limitations on this mission so that no broader implications could be drawn. This is a
fundamental difference of views that is unlikely to disappear soon, not only between these two cabinet ministers but
within Germany generally.[41]

Social Democratic Party (SPD). In early 1995 the SPD enjoyed much stronger electoral prospects than the FDP, and it
appeared to be gaining ground on the CDU/CSU. But it was also a badly divided party, a fact that became more
evident as the year unfolded and the debate on German participation in peace support operations grew more specific. A
bitter public challenge to SPD party leader Rudolf Scharping was being waged by Gerhard Schroder, and the battle
intensified as the party suffered some electoral setbacks in the first half of the year. Public support for the SPD fell
steadily from the 36 percent level it received in the 1994 parliamentary elections to around 30 percent by mid-1995.
SPD party members grew increasingly disenchanted with Scharping, and by the end of June 1995 only 38 percent
preferred him as party leader to 36 percent for Schrdder.[42] And as the time drew near for the parliamentary vote on
the government's recommendation to contribute Bundeswehr forces, including Tornados, to the RRF, a significant
minority of the SPD parliamentary delegation was already voting with the government and against its own party
position.[43]

The official SPD position on Bundeswehr participation in peace support operations was that each potential deployment
should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, but that in general all missions should be strictly limited to non-combat
support roles. Scharping continued to argue the party view that in the case of Bosnia in particular, the "history™
argument was especially relevant. Germany should contribute only medical and logistical support for the RRF, a view
that was not sustained in the vote on 30 June 1995. And by the fall it was evident that the SPD had lost on the broader
issue of German participation as the decision was made to contribute 4000 Bundeswehr troops to the NATO-led IFOR.
In November, Scharping was defeated in his bid to remain as party leader.[44] As of early 1996, it appears that the
SPD leadership, parliamentary delegation, and rank-and-file membership remain sharply divided on the issue of peace
support operations.

The Alliance 90/Greens. Although there is general opposition among the Alliance 90/Greens group to the use of the
Bundeswehr for anything other than strictly humanitarian operations, the situation in Bosnia has proven difficult for
them, too. The reason is that the ongoing war and associated atrocities have become a human rights issue for many of
their members. And the picture of the West, including Germany, standing on the sidelines and not using force to stop
the aggression against innocent civilians runs counter to even a pacifistic sense of what is right.[45] In the run-up to
the Bundestag debate, the group decided to reject the deployment of combat units and instead to call for " massive
German support' by nongovernmental organizations for humanitarian aid shipments."[46] The leader of the Alliance
90/Greens group, Joschka Fischer, was apparently relieved that this decision avoided a major dispute by satisfying
those who wanted to support humanitarian aid by the Bundeswehr. But three members of the group voted against this
"common policy” position, and in the final Bundestag vote three members openly acknowledged that they voted with
the government.[47]

The growing tension and division finally surfaced officially in early August 1995 when Fischer circulated a policy
paper in which he called "for a redefinition of the Greens' foreign policy principles.” He spoke "openly in favor of an
expansion of UN involvement in Bosnia,"” including "surface and aerial protection for the remaining UN safe
zones."[48] He personally believes that it is time for the party to move away from rigid opposition to the use of force.
At a minimum the Fischer paper will ensure a bruising debate within the party on this fundamental question, and the



divisions are likely to grow before they begin to disappear. At the same time, it is clear that the party's desire to be a
genuine force at the national level, including as a possible coalition partner for the SPD, requires a more generally
applicable and acceptable approach to foreign policy than a simple renunciation-of-force policy will allow.[49]

Assessment of the Political Landscape. All of the major parties are therefore split to varying degrees on issues
pertaining to peace support operations generally and Bundeswehr participation in Bosnia specifically. Further, the
entire electoral environment is highly uncertain for all of the parties. When combined with the at best skeptical attitude
of the German public and the still-prevailing "culture of restraint,” this electoral uncertainty creates a situation in
which any bold, new policy initiative related to peace support operations is highly risky with unclear benefits. The
result is that all of the parties and their major personalities will probably continue to be extremely cautious in
developing policy, choosing general statements and case-by-case delimiters over broad, clear policy directives or
guidelines. Careful coalition building will prevail. Building consensus and compromise reduces the opportunities for
opponents to exploit any public perception of a policy that is out of step with German opinion. In that environment, it
seems highly unlikely that the leadership required to forge a broad public consensus on peace support operations will
be forthcoming any time soon. It suggests that German policy will develop slowly and incrementally, and the case-by-
case approach will be preferred by almost all of the political players.

Conclusions

This overview of German policies for peace support operations indicates that external influences have moved Germany
subtly but noticeably toward a clearer and more forthright recognition of the need for military power in the post-Cold
War international system generally, and for a German contribution to that capability. Among those external influences,
the ongoing tragedy in the former Yugoslavia is certainly paramount. The German public and political elites have seen
constant images of the atrocities, and they have witnessed the recurrent and complete failure of all attempts to control
the violence through non-military means. These failures in Europe's own backyard have helped push the debate in the
direction of recognizing the need for an effective international military capability. Among the military and political
professionals, one hears frequent and blunt references to the failures of the UN, and especially the "dual key" approach
of NATO military power serving UN operations. Such criticism was virtually unheard of as recently as two years ago.

The external pressure from allies and international opinion has also continued. The frequent references to what
Germany is "expected” and "called upon™ to contribute provide ample evidence. The US decision to remain
significantly on the sidelines in the Bosnian crisis, at least until the NATO air strikes began in earnest in late August
1995, certainly contributed to the pressures on Europe generally and on Germany specifically. It is painfully evident to
many Germans today that the days of American military action making German action unnecessary are gone, unless
there is a happy coincidence of interests.[50] As frustrations with the lack of effective action to counter the violence in
Bosnia have grown, they join with the humanitarian argument for the justifiable use of military force. This in turn is
reinforced by German desires not to be isolated from its allies and to demonstrate solidarity with them. Moreover, the
perhaps idealistic view that the UN can be an effective guarantor of international security, thereby continuing the trend
toward de-nationalizing security policy, gives Germany few alternatives but to try to strengthen the flagging image of
that organization. There seems little doubt that all of these factors were at work in the decision by the Bundestag on 30
June 1995 approving Bundeswehr participation in the RRF.

Does all of this mean that Germany is now a "normal™ international actor, or at least well on its way toward becoming
one? This conclusion remains at best premature. The decision to participate in the RRF, although significant, still
includes many conditions and qualifications that are hardly normal. Only time and specific events will reveal the extent
to which Germany is both willing and able to make a genuine and significant contribution to peace support operations
in the post-Cold War world.[51]

Yet it would also be unfair and inaccurate not to acknowledge the movement of Germany in the direction of
"normalcy." Germany is attempting to develop policies and procedures for participating in multinational peace
operations at a time when the world's only superpower, the United States, appears to be disengaging itself from such
operations. It hardly seems appropriate to judge Germany as not having done enough when the United States is itself
paralyzed by domestic politics and a lack of consensus on foreign and security policy. Moreover, there has been a
detectable shift in the substance and the rhetoric of the debate in Germany. Although the Kohl government has been



careful to continue the consensus-building, coalition approach to policy making that has long characterized German
foreign and security policy, one hears more references to "German interests" and the concepts of power politics than at
any time in the recent past.[52] And even the Greens have apparently launched an internal debate about the possible
irrelevance of their party's rigid principle of non-violence for post-Cold War international affairs, certainly another
indicator of movement toward "normalcy."

But German policy regarding peace support operations will continue to be characterized by considerable tension and
even contradiction. How it evolves will be determined to a large extent by the perceived success or failure of German
participation in the RRF and IFOR specifically and Western policy toward Bosnia generally.[53] Others in the West
must not expect too much, too soon, from a country whose domestic inclinations and political forces make it very
difficult to break with strongly held convictions about its role in international affairs. Yet it would be at least equally
misguided to expect too little. The domestic situation in Germany is such that external expectations and pressures are
absolutely essential to the further evolution of that country as a normal international actor. The process Germany
intends to use for deciding on participation will make it very difficult for it to respond in a timely and decisive manner,
and its allies need to recognize this fact and work to influence the process. But as one member of the SPD confidently
put it, Germany will eventually assume a full role in support of international peace operations. "It will go slower than
many, especially the US, want to see. But German policy will and already is moving in that direction."[54]

In the end, however, the events reviewed here suggest that the German decisions on Bosnia are not a general indicator
of evolving German policy on peace support operations. The sequence of events and decisions composing the "Bosnia
policy" of Germany is remarkable and unique. German decisions on Bosnia have been heavily driven by external
factors and pressures, made all the more possible by a sense both outside and inside the country that the German
decision to recognize Slovenia and Croatia in 1991 was at least partly responsible for the Bosnian crisis.[55] And as
current attempts to lay out some guidelines for that policy indicate, German participation in peace support operations
will be decided on a case-by-case basis and with the full participation of the parliament. Those features alone should
make us skeptical of any attempt to discern a general German policy, and especially to predict just what kinds of
actions Germany will take in the future. For some time to come, Germany will continue to be caught, as Clemens
observed in an earlier period, "between its commitment . . . to demilitarization and its growing recognition that military
strength can contribute to a more stable, humane post-Cold War order."[56]

Finally, this analysis makes it apparent that an understanding of current and future German policy in peace support
operations requires an understanding of external and internal factors and processes. No systemic-level explanation
focusing on German national interests and structural characteristics of the international system will provide even a
reasonably accurate, let alone full understanding of German actions. Much the same can be said of the general research
question about the emergence of Germany as a normal international actor. The external events and forces acting on
Germany are indeed significant, but so, too, are the domestic forces. For those who wish to understand the future role
of the Federal Republic of Germany in international peace support operations and its development as a normal actor,
the answers lie in that nexus between international events and domestic political exigencies.
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