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What were the implications of German reunification to the European Security structures?

A great deal of twentieth century European history has revolved around Germany, where nationalism, militarism and power politics led to two world wars and catastrophic physical and social destruction. Against this background the reunification of East and West Germany in 1990 stands as an ideal conclusion to a century filled with years of warfare and decades of Cold War tensions.

Before analyzing the question of security it is important to take a quick look at the historical events. The road which led to German reunification was short, abrupt and unanticipated. It was not really achieved after lengthy discussions or plans between the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) and the German Democratic Republic (GDR) during the Cold War. Instead, the opportunity for reunification arose in the late 1980s when Mikhail Gorbachev began to promote glasnost and perestroika in the Soviet Union, and groups in Poland and Hungary grasped these opportunities to take their own steps towards liberalization and democracy. East German citizens seized the opportunity to use Hungary and other East Bloc countries as escape routes to the West. Approximately 130,000 East Germans fled to the West during the first nine months of 1989, about half of them legally.
 As autumn progressed East German leaders increasingly lost control of the situation. Fortunately, the Soviet Union was not disposed to intervene to save the GDR government. The most dramatic event occurred on November 9 when the Berlin Wall and other border checkpoints were opened to free movement. Germans everywhere celebrated and were joined by the rest of the world. The date effectively marked the end of the Iron Curtain. 

In the following weeks and months GDR leaders tried to hang on to power by offering new faces and new policies, but it was too late. The loss of subsidies and protected markets caused East Germany's outdated industry to collapse. Economic reasons led more thousands of people to escape to West Germany while the political system of the discredited regime including the Stasi (secret police), also collapsed. "Forty years of artificial nationhood went down the drain." 

West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl took the lead in advocating reunification; and a majority of Germans, both East and West, seemed to agree. Standing by the Berlin Wall, Kohl said, "This is a great day for German history. We are and will remain one nation and we belong together. Step by step, we must find a way to our common future." 
 The first step needed was to resolve important and sensitive diplomatic issues between West Germany, the four Allied Powers, and Germany's neighbours. Next, the legal, political and financial provisions which would govern reunification had to be settled within the Federal Republic and between the two German governments. Discussions, negotiations and events (including the first free elections in East German history) moved forward at a considerably fast pace. Chancellor Kohl pushed vigorously for diplomatic approval (or at least acceptance) abroad and voter approval at home. Reunification officially became effective October 3, 1990. 

Since Germany has been united and has recovered its full sovereignty and since it was now surrounded by friendly neighbours on all sides an important question came out. Would Bonn continue or discontinue its traditional adherence to the European integration process? If the largest country of the European Union (EU) was to shift its orientation and to follow a more unilateralist path, the impact on the other members, on the Union as a whole, and on the political order in Europe could be dramatic. This would be the case if Germany, while complying with the economic and monetary provisions of the Maastricht Treaty decided to refrain from developing political union further and specifically its foreign and security policy branch.

Regarding the process of European integration, German reunification does not seem to have changed Germany’s perspective as it still seems to regard integration as a prime objective and the CFSP as a major vehicle for it. At present Bonn regards widening the Union towards the East as the first priority and is one of the major supporters of these eastern states willing to join the EU.

The core function of the European Political Community /CFSP for Bonn has shifted over time and was different before, during and after German re-unification. Unlike its partners Germany has had to live with particularly difficult circumstances. It has suffered more than others from the dividing line which split Europe and Germany apart during the Cold War. It has had to reunite the country in the middle of the most unstable international environment. Germany’s position on the European front line has not been the only factor in determining Bonn’s relations with the EPC and CFSP but it has certainly been the most distinctive one. It has made it difficult for Germany to behave just like a normal member state.

During the 1970s and the 1980s German diplomacy used the European Political Community as an instrument to widen the scope of its foreign policy. The Federal Republic and in a different way the German Democratic Republic (GDR), were constrained by continued allied control and by their position as political-military strongholds of their respective ideological leaders. We have seen more than one occasion where trouble in Germany led to the ‘hottest’ periods of the Cold War: the Berlin airlift and the building of the Wall.

The two Germanys became members of the United Nations as late as 1973. Unlike the GDR, the Federal Republic was quite reluctant to come out on the international scene and assert openly its state interests. Bonn was actually quite afraid to tackle the question related to the German question on the international field. ‘Ostpolitik’ and ‘détente’; complicated this precarious position as both concepts were meant to alleviate the fate of the people in the East while leaving the structurally antagonistic East-West divide untouched. Thus in order to be legitimized and credible Bonn had to rely on its Western partners and institutions. They were necessary for Germany to protect itself against political pressure and to operate internationally without being suspected by regimes in the East (as well as in the West) of renewed German hegemonic ambitions.

The assurance of Bonn’s Western orientation came, apart from NATO and the Western European Union, from the European Community and its diplomatic wing, the EPC. It also managed to keep the German reunification question open. 

Yet, until the fall of the Wall, Bonn continued to rely mainly on NATO to assure its vital interests. In sensitive questions concerning the legal status of the Federal Republic or German-German relations it would call upon the so-called Berlin-group: the three allied Western powers plus the Federal Republic. During situations of crisis arising from conflicts with the East Germans or the Soviets it used to trust itself in the close link with Washington. Most importantly, any subject related to the question of the divided German nation did not figure on EPC’s agenda. EPC was only considered as the place were foreign policy issues were to be treated. Bonn used to argue that German-German relations were intra-German relations, just like the trade which passed between the FRG and the GDR was rated as intra-German trade. 

The major effort towards German unification was Chancellor Kohl’s ten-point plan of November 1989 which proposed a confederation of the two states. It led to the monetary union of the two states in July 1990 and was completed with the merger of the new Lander into the old Federal Republic in the following October. Basically this means that ‘reunification’ is not the exact definition of the situation. Actually it is an annexation of land by Western Germany.

While the internal marriage of the two states was almost exclusively an intra German affair, with Helmut Kohl rejecting Jacques Delors’ offer to communitarize part of the unification policy, the external question of unification were managed by the so-called Two-plus-Four Group: Bonn and East Berlin together negotiated with France, the United Kingdom, the United States and the Soviet Union, a treaty which ends all their rights on the territory of the FRG and the GDR and re-establish full sovereignty for Germany. 
 This was known as the Treaty on Final Settlement with Respect to Germany, now universally referred to as the Two plus Four Treaty, in which the Allies relinquished all their rights as occupying powers and allowed Germany to be established as a fully independent state.

Finally, the reunified FRG concluded three partnership treaties with the USSR (November 9 1990), Poland (June 17 1991), and Bulgaria (October 9 1991), pledging mutual friendship and cooperation.

Interestingly we can point out that no European body (like the EPC) had a role in this process and German governments chose to bring about unification by a simple extension of the number of German lander. Here we can clearly note the political deficit of the European Community, which did not have a true foreign and security policy. Unification was negotiated on the domestic and the international level not on the European level.

Most nations of Europe were rather worried during these weeks of rapid and significant change. Some were undecided as to whether they should reject or welcome German unity while knowing that, in reality they had no choice but to accept what the German people had decided. Some has the sense of a major upset in the balance of power in Europe, the danger of an uncontrolled process of reshuffling of alliances. These concerns were practically the main item on the agenda of a special session of the European Council, which was held in April 1990 in order to get assurances that Germany would remain a faithful participant and promoter of the integration process. At this meeting the Twelve and the Commission President supported the mode of German unification and the implicit enlargement of the community.

Quite surprisingly, Germany’s European partners seemed to be satisfied with Bonn’s (quite simple, I think) assurances that the united country would be prepared to give up the symbol of its strength, the deutschmark and remain a faithful member of NATO.

The new united Germany also expressed its desire to develop the external and defense component of the Union and to tie itself and its partners firmly into it. Bonn together with Paris felt that the West Europeans needed a stronger security and defence identity at first in order to deal with American intitiatives such as the Strategic Defense Initiative and later in order to meet the new security challenges in Europe. Germany therefore supported initiatives to extend West European cooperation and integration into security matters.

Some expected that a united Germany would want to dominate the unification process and to lift itself above the group of the other big member states. However with the exception of a larger German Parliamentary representation Bonn had not made any claims on its EC/EPC partners which could have been based on the size of the country. It actually did a feeble attempt in the recent summit in Nice when it asked for more votes in the Council of Ministers, a proposal quickly rejected by France.

An important factor which reduced any perceived military threats was the declaration that even the united Germany, like the FRG before, would renounce to the use of nuclear weapons.  The FRG had been dependent on Washington’s nuclear protection. Although the circumstances had by then faded where Germany might need to draw on such guarantees it still wished to have the opportunity to rely on the USA in case of a renewed nuclear threat or a formation of some new aggressive military power like that formerly posed by the USSR. Germany believed that it needs this last resort as it has reconfirmed its non-nuclear status in the Two-plus-Four treaty. Quite understandably neither France and UK could have been able to provide such guarantees. Thus is one of the principal reasons why Germany continues to keep up the Atlantic Alliance and to support its adoption to a new security environment in Europe and the world. The German government handles all initiatives such as plans for a European force, which might impact negatively on NATO, with great care. Even in the recent Nice summit it clearly envisaged that there should be no duplication of efforts by the EU on NATO, and the Union should only intervene when NATO is not present. This was accepted by the leaders of the fifteen Member States.

Basically, anyone who thought that Germany presented a military threat was proven quite wrong. Bonn Governments, probably still fearing the history of militaristic Germany, interpreted German basic law as not only excluding unilateral military intervention but also multilateral peacekeeping missions.
 Consequently they refused to deploy the army except for the defense of NATO territory. None of the violations of the United Nations Charter or the CSCE Charter principles, as what happened in Iraq or Bosnia, were able to change the minds of German politicians. In its July 1994 ruling, however, the Federal Constitutional Court made it plain that there are no legal obstacles to sending German forces on UN mandated combat missions.
  This came as a relief at the operational level of German foreign and security policy. Bonn could now enter into military planning, force restructuring and training to prepare for peace keeping missions and more importantly 

Germany’s diplomats and military experts could take an active part with their partners in security organizations such as the WEU, NATO, CSCE and the UN. 

Given the plans, at the time, for the WEU to become the EU’s military arm and to engage primarily in peacekeeping operations, Germany had finally fulfilled the preconditions for ending its opting out states and therefore participate fully in defense cooperation.

For historical reasons many countries in Europe will not like to see German soldiers on their soil in a crisis management operation. In this regard all German governments act within the tradition of sensitivity known as the Kohl Doctrine.

On the other hand the German population knows that the country can no longer abstain from displaying solidarity in international scene. Wars in Bosnia and Kosovo gave Germans a new conviction that, after the loss of 100 million European lives in the 20th century, there should be no more such deaths. No more Auschwitz. No more Srebrenica.
 Definitely today we cannot even imagine any government in Bonn that would consider or even suggest a military action abroad as the United States has done many times or like Paris had done in Rwanda. Quoting the Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder, ‘Germany is firmly integrated in the European Union and in NATO. Germany's membership in these organizations is a result of our recent history. We Germans  no longer define our interests in a national context; instead  we do this in a multinational context, first and foremost in the framework of the European Union.’

Since reunification, Germany has striven to create a Germany for the sake of Europe, and not a Europe for the sake of Germany,  and committed itself to a foreign policy based on cooperation with France and the integration of the European Union.
 

Over the last decade, Germany has also begun to come into its own as a mature power. It has developed a more equal relationship with the United States, which was West Germany's most powerful guardian during the Cold War; made positive contributions to the resolution of the Bosnia and Kosovo conflicts; and acquired the confidence to frankly state its objections to the U.S. National Missile Defense plan.
 

Germany's friendly relations with the Soviet Union, and later, with Russia have played a central role in the reunification process. Former Chancellor Helmut Kohl had a good personal relationship with Mikhail Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin. Also, in the era of Gerhard Schroeder and Vladimir Putin, German-Russian relations seem to be moving towards being a pillar of European security. I consider as quite an effort from the Russian side when it only expressed considerably little displeasure at Kohl’s decision to take the unified German state into NATO. Gorbachev’s dream was a free, neutral Germany. One must admit that Gorbachev was in a position from which he could not really do anything but still I consider the Soviet Union as quite co-operative in this moment of history. For some historians the fact that Germany reunified entirely on Western terms with virtually no bloodshed and against the stated security interests of a nuclear-armed superpower is a major intellectual and historical puzzle. It is impossible to name a great power or empire that suffered a geopolitical setback of this magnitude without forceful resistance.

The united’s Germany participation in NATO was something totally crucial in Western, especially American, minds. As Bush told Kohl at the Camp David summit in February, "the Soviets are not in a position to dictate Germany’s relationship with NATO. What worries me is talk that Germany must not stay in NATO. To hell with that! We prevailed, they didn’t. We can’t let the Soviets clutch victory from the jaws of defeat."
 

Soviet political trouble and economic weakness meant that the Cold-War settlement was in the Western hands to make. A Soviet threat to return to the Cold War was simply not credible in 1990. Moscow’s alliance was collapsing, and its key member, GDR, was being systematically destabilized by a powerful and powerfully attractive neighbour with the full backing of the world’s most powerful and wealthiest state.
 

Following unification Germany and Russia signed a Treaty on Good Neighbourliness, Partnership and Cooperation. Germany was the first major nation to establish a good relationship with Russia/USSR. One of its first aim was to show Russia that NATO did not constitute a threat to Russia. The cooperation and consultation mechanisms that exist in NATO guarantee that security and defense will not be nationalized again in Europe. They strengthen stability in Europe and it they were not an anti-Russian organization. Germany supported the establishment of a  NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council which serves the purpose of closely coordinating actions with Russia.

In return for having accepted to Germany’s NATO participation, Russia achieved her aims of  a phased withdrawal of its troops, a reduction in the size of the new German military force, a promise that no NATO troops would be stationed in what was the GDR until 1995, and a substantial financial contribution from Germany to the USSR in the form of trade credits.
 Subsequently, the question of membership of military alliances eased itself in 1992 following dissolvment of the Warsaw Pact as a result of the break-up of the USSR.

However, the question has been raised since reunification of whether or not Germany should move on and redefine its security policy and leave NATO. Many within Germany, including many of the political Green party, believe that Germany should withdraw from NATO. The U.S. has redefined NATO as a more activist alliance (ex: the bombings in Kosovo) and this contradicts Germany’s peace policy.
 

Germany is an important supporter of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), the only security organization which includes together the Western powers and Russia. However there are several arguments taking place in Germany over the role of the OSCE and whether or not Germany should rely on the OSCE for security. Of course, the other players to be considered in security matters are NATO and now the EU.
 To add to that, all recent measures proposed to strengthen the OSCE are nonmilitary in character.
 Currently, it is unclear which direction the relationship between Germany and the OSCE is going.


The United Nations is also important to German global policy. According to German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder, “German participation in achieving the goals of the UN is a policy priority for the Federal Government”
 The UN is a critically important tool to maintain peace and stability beyond Germany’s borders, as it is the only international organization that offers requisite scope to address these and other issues. A primary issue for Germany involves its role in the United Nations, for it advocates its addition to the Security Council as a reflection of its increasing importance on the European and international scene. International Relations’ experts predict that Germany will, over the next couple of decades, gain a permanent seat on the Security Council.


Germany's neighbours in East and West may have had bad dreams due to the thoughts of a revitalized and potentially aggressive giant in Central Europe. Historical precedents are the problem. After all, it was a united Germany that took the world into war two times in a span of only 25 years.

And yet, the historical parallels are misleading. Germany today is one of the most non-militaristic countries anywhere in the world, and the reunification that was achieved under Kohl is very different from the consolidation that produced Bismarck's united Germany. 

That Germany was consolidated by a belligerent, expansionist Prussian state from East to West.
 Unification came following strings of military success first with the creation of the North German Confederation in 1866 following Prussia's victory over Austria and later with the consolidation of the German Reich after victory over France in 1871. The new prestigious Empire was proclaimed with grandeur in Versailles. Prussia's attitudes and ideas dominated the new state due to its established economic and military control.

Yet Kohl’s unification is first of all a unification from West to East.
 born after military defeat, shame and humiliations. Military power is not, as it once was, the source of unity but the reason of current division. 

The political map of central Europe has been decisively redrawn without recourse to armed conflict, a success that, sadly, cannot be claimed for other parts of the continent struggling to emerge from their Communist past.

Another difference between Bismarck's and Kohl’s united Germanys is noteworthy: During the last quarter of the 19th century, Germany's population grew rapidly, fueling expansionist fires and lending immediacy to the push for new Lebensraum in the east during the Nazi era. Germany grew more quickly that its western neighbor, France. Today the opposite is true. Despite significant immigration, West Germany's population has declined over the past decade. East Germany's population growth has been negative for some time. To the east and west, on the other hand, France and Poland have grown significantly over the last 10 years.
 

Nevertheless, Germany once more occupies a key position in central Europe and this brings with it new responsibilities. It shares land borders with nine other independent European states - Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, and Switzerland - more than any other European state. Geographically it occupies a key strategic position, but because it is also the most populous state in Europe (79.7 million), as well as the most powerful economically, the FRG has unparalleled scope to influence the course of events in Europe as a whole. 

Germany is a relatively new nation, unified after the collapse of Communism in 1989. It is still facing lots of domestic challenges such as the difficult accommodation of the former Eastern Germany and issues of right-wing extremism and new forms of Nazism. However Germany occupies a central geopolitical location in Europe and will play a large role in the definition of relations between the Western and Eastern European nations.  The world today recognizes the achievements of Germany’s functioning democracy. Therefore in conclusion one can say that today Germany provides no real security threats. But as I mentioned in this same conclusion there is the problem of right-wing extremism. We all know the small percentage of votes Hitler got in his first election. There is always a beginning. On the other hand the Germans should have learnt their lesson….

_________________________________________________________
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