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F ew big political questions in Europe have attracted as much sustained
interest as relations between the two German states, the Federal Republic
of Germany and the German Democratic Republic. How Germans in
on these perceptions can have important consequences for East-West
security, the North Atlantic Alliance, and these America’s position on
the European continent. There has been a notable upswing of public
interest in the "“German Question”” over the past few years, for the allies
of the two Germanys, as Dietrich Stobbe observes, still react with
““seismographic sensitivity”’ to actual or apparent changes in German
policies.

For this reason, the American Institute for Contemporary German
Studies invited five distinguished Germans with varying perspectives
to deliver lectures on relations between the two German states. The
following chapters are adapted from these lectures, which were delivered
on five separate occasions in Washington, D.C. between May 1984 and
June 1986. The Institute publishes them as part of its etfort to deepen
Americans’” understanding of current German issues.

Dr. Walter Wallmann presents a mainline position typical of many
in the governing Christian Democratic Party. His thoughttul historical
review stresses that Konrad Adenauer’s choice of western integration
for the Federal Republic was the right one. He warns against any attempt
to solve the German question by cooperating with the Soviet Union to
the detriment of the Western alignment which has brought the Federal
Republic great advantages. Dietrich Stobbe of the Social Democratic Party
stresses that West German policy must subordinate reunification to peace
and freedom and have no illusions about possible Soviet willingness
to relinquish its dominance over the Warsaw Pact states, including the
GDR. 5till he believes that the two German states should play a major
role in promoting East-West cooperation and do so within their respec-
tive alliance systems.

Otto Wolff von Amerongen provides data on trade between the two
German states which suggest that this trade is far more important to
East than to West Germany; "‘inner-German’’ trade, as the Federal
Republic characterizes it, is tied to several West German political ob-



jectives while, in the case of the GDR, economic interests predominate.
Like German-German relations as a whole, trade and other economic
ties between the GDR and the Federal Republic form a very necessary
component of a common Western policy toward the East.

Klaus von Beyme tackles the difficult problem of assessing the sense
of “nationalism’” among young people in the two German states. In
the GDR, official attempts to create an indigenous national feeling have
not been very successful, and GDR citizens retain a rather individualistic
awareness. In West Germany, von Beyme finds, an Identitatsrevolution
and cosmopolitan ideas have fragmented the national movement, and
youth hardly seem disposed to make sacrifices for reunification. National
consciousness may have increased among them, but national pride is
absent. Above all, German youth are quite realistic about the apparently
low chances for political reunification.

As the only East German among the Institute’s lecturers, Max
Schmidt covers German-German relations extensively. Given the burden
of history, East and West Germans have a special duty, he argues, to
work to preserve peace in Europe, *. . . the absolutely predominant issue
in GDR-West German relations.”” In a forceful presentation of East Ger-
man positions, Schmidt emphasizes that there is no longer ““one divid-
ed Germany but two German states. . . sovereign, independent, [with]
opposing social systems and in different alliances.”” A German problem
or even an “‘open’’ German question no longer exists. Relations bet-
ween the two Germanys must be reliable and predictable; and, if they
are, they can contribute to stability in Europe. Schmidt covers in some
detail the entire range of West German-East German relations, political,
security, economic, and humanitarian. He concludes with an exposi-
tion of “‘unresolved problems,’” as formulated in the so-called Gera
Demands of Eric Honecker, the GDR head of state.

Walter Wallman’s lecture was delivered on May 15, 1984; Dietrich
Stobbe’s on October 3, 1984; Otto Wolff von Amerongen’s on October
30, 1984; and Klaus von Beyme’s on February 7, 1985. Max Schmidt’s
lecture was prepared in January 1986 for delivery on June 18, 1986. The
texts have been slightly altered where necessary to bring them up to date.

The Institute is pleased to offer these views to American readers
as the first in a new series of occasional papers entitled German Issues.
The costs of the lectures and of publishing them were covered by
generous grants from the American Hoechst Corporation E?nd Mars,
Incorporated, to which we wish to express our deep gratitude. I'h.e views
expressed by the lecturers are their own, and neither the contributing
sponsors nor the Institute are responsible for them.

R.G. Livingston
Acting Director

May 1986
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IS THEKE A INEVV GLoUVLALY
QUESTION?

WALTER WALLMANN

I wish to thank you most warmly for the opportunity to express some
fundamental thoughts on the ""German Question.” German politics
finds itself in a more difficult situation today than just a few years ago.
The basic consensus over foreign policy in the Federal Republic has
broken down. A consensus on the central issues of national security
and the Western alliance had existed between the two major parties,
the SPD and the CDU, since the SPD party conference in Bad Godesberg
in 1959. However, the SPD drifted away from the double-track posi-
tion first enunciated by former Social Democratic Chanceltor Helmut
Schmidt. Moreover, the SPD has, intentionally or unintentionally,
reopencd the question of German membership in the NATO Alliance.
This is an ominous development. Undeniably, the Ailiance could not
survive a continuing split between those allies supporting and those
opposing the American missile depioyment. The SPD’s acceptance of
the so-called ““Peace Movement's’’ position thus evoked surprise,
puzzlement, and distrust, not only in the Federal Republic of Germany,
but also among our European neighbors.

Distrust of developments in Germany is not altogether new. 1t finds
roots in the early post-World War Il period, especially in the fierce con-
troversy between Konrad Adenauer and Kurt Schumacher. But its
origins lie, perhaps more importantly, in the unpredictability of German
politics in the years 1890-1945, and even in the evolution of the Second
German Empire in the 19th century. We Germans became a nation very
late in our national history. Unlike the French and the British, we had
no opportunity to formulate a consistent foreign policy over a period
of centuries. Moreover, this inconsistency has never been merely the
concern of Germans alone. In fact, the tragedy of German history is
that the European balance of power was based on disunity in the center
of Europe. Only after {870, was Bismarck first able to formulate a German
raison d’etal.

Bismarck’s primary goal was a territorially satiated German state
on the basis of the German Reich. In other words, the "German revolu-



Went Germany, Fast Germany

tion""—as Disraeli called German union—would remain a tolerable entity
for its European neighbors. Under Bismarck, Germany’s foreign policy
was thus predictable for the rest of Europe. After 1890, however,
Bismarck’'s successors failed to understand the great foreign policy value
of this predictability. They were incapable of defining either the question
of Germany’s intricate alliance system or Germany’s role in world
politics. Hence erupted that suspicion and distrust of Germany which
in turn drove Germany eventually into an almost total isolation in the
European system. Bismarck’s successors could not decide whether to
align with the British for the purpose of checking Russian penetration
in the Balkans oy, conversely, to align with the Russians in a commeon
coloniat and naval policy. German leaders after Bismarck wanted things
both ways. Unsurprisingly, they gambled away both opportunities,
Similar difficulties of defining and following German raison deiat
existed during the Weimar Republic. Once again, German politicians
during the 1920s were undecided over basic foreign policy ontions. They
could not choose whether to seck to overcome the consequences of Ver-
sailles by joining the revolutionary Soviet Union, or whether to join the
Western system as an ally of the victors of World War [ The fundamental
unpredictability of German foreign policy was therefore perpetuated.
After 1945, the Federal Republic ot Germany fortunately had a
statesman able to create and implement a raison d’etat for the newly-
formed German state—the first consistent and stable “reason of state”’
since Bismarck. To Konrad Adenauer, the Federal Republic’s only chance
for survival lay in an alliance with our present allies. His policy of
Western integration thus had absolute priority. He resisted efforts by
others to restore national unity “at all costs’” as threatening the loss
of freedom for all parts of Germany. Adenauer’s foreign policy concept
for West Germany including NATO, the European Community, and
our close relationship with the United States has had concrete results.
The Social Democrats and their chairman, Kurt Schumacher, heavily
criticized Adenauer at that time. They believed that it was possible to
create a neutral Germany without alignment with either of the two blocs
and argued that Adenauer was gambling away such a possibility. But
for practical purposes, no Western historian now shares this earlier Social
Democratic judgment. Allow me to quote one American political scien-
tist, David Calleo, who noted in his 1978 book, The German Problem Recon-

cidered: 'in any event, the opportunity for reunif.icati0n1prhobablly m}zt\eelr
really existed.” Clearly Adenauer’s forglgn policy was the only a
native for the Federal Republic after 1945. ‘ ot
Adenauer’s decision for Western integration was correctl no Hon {\i
in foreign policy butin domestic terms as well. In the 19505}; our ;j:lilth
try needed a political and, even more, an‘mtel.lectua] rapproc dema:r i
the Western democracies. We noeded their enlightenment and rationa _L,l
tradition—their mental health-—1n order to recover from thﬁ dfejap mo)re.lu
confusion and identity crisis into which the Nahox.xa?l ‘Sou’a(i;s?t expf.]:'lq
ment had plunged us. By then, some German politicians 1ealr.1; (\,\.a;
“third course’’ somewhere between Western democracy and totalitarl !
communism, had crumbled. Indeed, that dream, one shared biv many
Cerman intellectuals and writers, above all Thgmas Mfmn, had lost any
foundation in the realities of the world political en\r}ronment o
Though Adenauer himself had deliberately omitted the goal o
counification in his raison d’etat for West Germényf he never ;g:,avf ul};
the ideal totally. But he was convinced thgt “unity in freeglomf _“ oue
be impossible in the prevailing political circumstances. hle, o w;if”’
true that some Germans have never underthood Ad‘enalllgz s m;sis ; s”;
even though they adhered with conviction to his policy ot Weste
mte%’i’aet]s(iirh witness the benefits of Adenauer’s histhorical legacy. Sinc‘e
1949, the alliance with the United States, Great. Britain, ar}d Era?ce,CGel—
many’s participation in NATQ, and the t:?\’()luEIOI'l of the hur(‘)pe-,a? 02
munity have brought the Federal Republic of (J‘ern*ian}f a deg.le? 0 gﬁa ,
security, and freedom that1s unprecedented in (Jer.man l‘nstor);l. ow,
thirty \;ears later, Schumacher’s question whether this ‘pf)hqjtrea ! y‘;ilrvq
ed German interests can be answered with an ur’tquahhed Yes.. nis
policy has not only served German but European mteres.t. The remtegra(;
tion of West Germany into the comumunity of free nations has Telie‘t
Europe regain its stability, despite Stalin’s strenuous efforts to b‘0§ i
Notwithstanding the success of Adenauer’s pOlle’, rece'r}t years sa?\f:
repeatedly posed the question whether f'resh fo}'e]gn ]:Tolét.yb‘l‘ljlitia Plr\helb
might, after ali, help overcome Germ.any s and Europe’s iwi,llon‘ e
question provided the starting point c.;f thc Brandt gov:umm.d t;,,
Ostpolitik after 1969 and provides, in all Tikelithood, t'he baclk.groun d.t
the SPD’s current attitude toward the Western alliance. The Bran



government’s objective was to bring about “"change through rapprock
ment'” by normalizing relations with the East, In other wor%:ls 1lp50:.1( El
changes aimed to pave the way for the eventual reunificati(;n of C”g
many through the creation of an all-European pcacé zone. I h :er
however, always had and continue to have copsiderable doubts. wh (t;lef
the Ostpolitik of the 1970s could ever secure the peace -
. ‘E fear that Ostpolitik’s very premises were incorrec-t. [n‘deed Ostpolitik
misinterprets Soviet aims. Russian policy, after all—and | de’:'libeiatel£
;15;3 fhe wmd Russifﬁn—a'lso folllows a raison d 'efal, Since the davs-of thi
olish partitions, that policy’s {eifimotiv has been to create a c‘on:fm; sanitaire
on ll‘ie eastern European frontiers of Russia. For this fundaxﬁental re; on,
the bo.\fiet Union can only be interested in change insofar as it sejcm’
the objective of displacing the United States fror;n theLEuro ean c« Ve"s
nent. Meantwhile, the Soviets will do everything W‘ithi;1 thgir ocliﬁ“hi
and military power to resist changes that threaten the}ijr owr
pﬂredt}minan(:e in eastern Europe. The events in Hun ary,
Crechoslovakia, and Poland have demonstrated this beyond any d%‘)a ?j(
In other words, the possibilities of a reunited Germanyyor a "F;sro:;; 1
peace zone' —whatever this means—will interest the Soviet ["r:nioni)nll
1nso_f<.ar as they promise to cement its political hegemon Hejn e lh .
no faith in the concept of ““change through mpprochm}ri;?nt ”L( e
Allow me at this point to address several questions arisin out of
our complex German history. The dream of a distinctly German fo ‘ (
ot forining a bridge between East and West—is, of course, an old G':“’e'"’
t}tneme. In ?983, we celebrated the 500th an niversary.of E\/[artin Lut:Ef’:
%:nrth, While we must use great care in finding historical antecedent;
in current events, it is safe to say that the Protestant Reformation pav 1
th.e.u-iay fqr the troublesome “'separate course’” of German hietoi \;L
dividing Germany along religious lines, the Reformation rever\ﬂ dy(.“ .
many from becoming a modern nation state until very lat}z in its Eist(;ern
Our separate course meanwhile endowed us with ma'ny specifi;ali ‘ Cry.
man Problems and perspectives, which have often made it difﬁculty betll:
historlcaiiy and currently, for our neighbors to understand us. 1 ;h U ;
1;1((-‘.]Iecma¥ legacy has, of course, alsc brought ab(;ut mu;. u] ral
achievemenls. Cierman idealism, the German classics, Kant (anfi E}u iugal
Bach and Bethoven would never have deveiope‘d’ without 1 (?ld e
heritage. However, this inheritance has likewise érepared lhe-grt:jl:;

for separatist, anti-Roman, anti-Europeat, and even anti-Western
tendencies in our cultural and intellectual history. Important names in
German history represent this trend: Thomas Mann, Martin Heideg-
ger, Brnst Niekisch, and Gottfried Benn. Without German [rotestan-
tism’s tendency towards a culturally and politically distinct course, the
other sources of an anti-Western mood in the years before the First World
War would hardly have developed so far. The Lutheran social ideal of
the “‘natural or historically grown community’ —in the words of the
historian Thomas Nipperdey—contradicted the social concept of the
Western democracies and anticipated the hostility with *pragmatic’’
England. Michael Stirmer, in his great book on the German Second
Empire, which he termed ‘‘the restless empire,”” refers to this indecl-
sion against England as the critical political mistake.

We need only to substitute America today for England at the turn
of the century to see the parallel. Even now, certain circles in Germany
exhibit a vaguely anti-Western mood and hostility towards capitalist
America. Consciously or unconsciously, these circles idealize the social-
utopian community and the protestant ethic of convictions and reject
Max Weber’s concepts of responsible action based on rational judge-
ment. Insufficient understanding of the West, detachment from its intel-
tectual roots, and exaggeration of its mistakes remains a “tradifion”” in
Germany. These prejudices have, in fact, contributed to a kind of intel-
lectual equidistance in the examination of totalitarian communism and
Western democracy, which refuses to see major differences between
them. That this attitude is tantamount to surrender to the hegemonic
demands of the Soviet Union in Europe hardly needs to be emphasiz-

ed. Passages from Henry Kissinger’s letter to President Nixon on

February 16, 1970, illustrate this:
““The most worrisome aspects of Ostpolitik, however, are
somewhat more long-range. As long as he is negotiating with
the Eastern countries over the issues that are current on the
table—recognition of the GDR, the Oder-Neisse, various possi-
bie arrangements for Berlin—Brandt should not have any sevious
difficulty in maintaining his basic pro-Western policy ... But
assuming Brandt achieves a degree of normalization, he or lus
successor may discover before long that the hoped-for benefits
fail to develop.... Having already invested heavily in their

~d



Eastern policy, the Germans may at this point see themselves
as facing agonizing choices. It should be remembered that in the
19505, many Germans not only in the 5PD under Schumacher
but in conservative quarters, traditionally fascinated or enthralled
by the vision of Germany as a ”bridge”_ between East and West
argued against Bonn's incorporation in Western institutions m:l
the ground that it would forever seal Germany's division and
preclude the restoration of an active German role in the East
This kind of debate about Germany’s basic position could weii
recur in more divisive form, not only inflaming German domestic
affairs but generating suspicions among Germany's Western
dS?O(;lElt(;‘S as to its reliability as a partner.”
ifllssmger could not have described the present dilemma more
precisely.
It is well understood that we Germans attach great importance to
a successful conclusion of the disarmament talics. The reason is'our
geographical position. We would automatically become the batt]efié]d
between East and West in the event of an armed_ conflict. In recent yea'rs
the Soviet Union has deployed over 350 55-20 missiles, which gwe i;
a superiority in the field of intermediate-range missiles, leaving Western
Europe extremely vulnerable and liable to blackmail. Against this
background, the NATO foreign ministers decided in 1979 on deplov\w
me‘mt. [t is necessary to emphasize that these missiles were in no wa
being forced upon us by the Americans. On the contrary, the Euro eai
NATO countries wanted these weapons deployed on our terri.JtorieF; for
our own safety, in the event that the Soviet Union should refuse to.take
sincere disarmament measures. |
‘ It has clearly become increasingly difficult to cope with the psycho-
logical stresses created by this vicious circle of nuclear armament. Like
every responsible politician in this country, Lknow that nuclear weapons
pose the threat, for the first time in history, of wiping out life (Sn thi;
continent and throughout the great expanses of the world. On the othe.r
hand, we should not forget that this same nuclear potential has also
l'i.oiped to maintain peace in Europe for 40 years. Meanwhile coknve\lrl-
tional wars have been fought at great cost to human life in many other
parts of the world. Clearly nuclear weapons do not by themselves
threaten the peace. In all likelthood, war finds its major source in p(.)iitice;l

structures rather than in weapons systems. Despite these truths, 1 am
convinced that it will become increasingly difficult to convince the
population of the need to modernize missile systems.

The question remains whether there are any alternatives to nuclear
deterrence. One can, of course, imagine such alternatives. However,
{ would question the capability and the will of both East and West to
find and develop them. One such alternative came to our attention
recently in a famous and controversial speech by Manes Sperber, the
late Peace Prize winner of the German Book Trade. He called for a
Europe both militarity and politically capable of providing its own deter-
rent force. For him, that included the concept of an (independent?) Euro-
pean nuclear power. A new attempt at closer political cooperation bet-
ween the big European powers is certainly conceivabie. But Western
Europe would then have to pursue one common foreign policy toward
the rest of the world and one common European defense policy within
NATO. The political coordination between the governments would need
to be so close that they could then relate to the U.S. as a unit and thus
form the second—the European—pillar of the North Atlantic alliance.
The Americans, for their part, have repeatedly demanded such a Euro-
pean pillar. Unfortunately, I currently see no evidence of willingness
by Great Britain or France 10 have their national foreign policies sub-
sumed into such a larger entity. Thus, as much as [ welcome Sperber’s
ideas, 1 consider them to be unrealistic under present circumstances.

Former Chancellor Helmut Schmidt offered a second alternative in
a 1983 speech at the Bundeswehr College in Hamburg, In his view, the
West must be ready to respond to any attack with like weapons. "By
and large, we must be able to match our adversary on conventional bat-
tlefields with any weapon, type of weapon, and strength of force.”” Ac-
complishing this goal would require new efforts throughout Western
Furope. Bul this poses many problems. For example, neither Great Bri-
tain nor France demonstrates the political willingness to abandon its
own nuclear deterrent systems and small if well-trained professional
armies for the sake of a conventional force buildup.

Let me refer again to the dangers of the third alternative-—the gradual
withdrawal of the Federal Republic of Germany from the Western
alliance and its rapprochement with the Soviet Union. This course would
represent a realistic alternative only if the Soviet Union changed its raison



d'etat, in other words, if it abandoned its extreme, security-obsessed
expansionism in favor of maintaining the stalus quo. [t would have to
drop the view that national developments within its sphere always repre-
sent immediate threats to its military and security interest. Without such
a change by Moscow, this alternative must be considered illusory. Events
in Poland or in the German Democratic Republic unfortunately reveal
no evidence of such a change by the Soviets. Indeed, the Soviet Union
has so far been unprepared to transforn its empire into a form of socialist
commonwealth, Neither has the Soviet government understood that
its own military security would be better served by countries that are
socially at peace domestically than by those militarily suppressed. In
summary, my criticism of this alternative is simpiy that the conditions
for such a policy do not exist.

Finally, { want to warn that even a false policy is capable of enthrall-
ing people, so long as it satisfies certain emotional needs. At present,
the division of Europe continues to be regarded as semething unnatural,
while the Europeans consider their dependence on the superpowers
to be a dismal burden. Under the circumstances, we must weigh the
possibilities for change, lest our political system become vulnerable to
uncontrolled developments in Europe. Above all, we need understan-
ding from our European allies—the British and the French. They must
realize that the present situation cannot tast forever and that the *“Ger-
man Question” must sooner or later be resolved. Neither Great Britain
nor France has sufficient economic or military power to shape world
politics unilaterally. Their potential would be reduced even turther were
the Federal Republic of Germany to withdraw from the Western alliance.
The political elites of these two countries must therefore decide whether
to regain their world political influence by working through a united
Europe or eventually grow dependent on decisions made outside of
Europe. in addition, the United Kingdom must decide whether to shape
its future as a European great power or as part of the Anglo-Saxon worltd
on the North American continent. Both options are possible, but not
simultaneously.

Should Great Britain or France fail to heed this warning—for
whatever reason—then the neutralist tendencies in the Federal Republic
of Germany are bound to grow. The danger is that a younger genera-
tion, lacking knowledge and experience of the war and post-war years,

might seek to settie the German Question by cooperating with thej 910\;;?;
Union. The chances of this happening are perhaps not very graa f
Know, however, that German potitics has not always been free from
false hopes and utopian dreams.

To conclude, let me emphasize that the world po 1
198()’s allowed no alternative to deployment. The }:urope‘an NET}O Loeu?r;
tries sought deployment in order to resto're ti‘w-‘ ml.ll.taqry“ a‘adnc o
Europe. QOnly one course will bring th? Soviet Union tlo 1(':’1..0[151 te;'mm
high economic and political price that its arm’ament e‘ffor.tle? ext;f:’c rom
its own people and from the Soviet system’s own s,tatu‘ ity. tde.%]ve
make it quite clear to the Soviet Union that tl*.sezr a(:"tlons gmno .15‘ ¢
the community of interests between the Un.zted States of Amenca a.nt
Western Europe. We Europeans and Amer1c§1\s ml.,xst theT?:(?rstl‘LSiil;
coolly but resolutely, any attempt by the S(}\f\et Union to solvel sfo o
problems at the expense of the Atlantic alliance. The collafse 0 iy
Soviet Empire can endanger us only if we lack a unified fErugﬁ };o :Tc;y
concept. Peace and security cannot be won through wea nesis‘ n my
view, the Western democracies should have learned this lesson once
and for all time from the events of 1933-1939.

litical realities of the



GERMANY—A CHALLENGE FOR
THE SUPERPOWERS

DIETRICH STOBBE

Germany’s future is closely tied to the relations between the super-
powers. During the Cold War, the demand for German reunification
formed a central issue in the East-West conflict. During the detente period,
the question of American reunification gave way to a modus vivend: be-
tween the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic
Republic. This modus vivendi provided the essential precondition for our
Ostopolitik. Now, the situation has reversed itzelf somewhat. During the
past several years, relations between the United States and the Soviet
Union have again deteriorated. Our experiences in Europe of the 1950s
and 1960s thus seem to be catching up with us.

What will become of the Germans and what could or should become
of them are once again controversial questions in international affairs.
The debate over intermediate-range nuclear missiles in Europe is a prime
example. Confusion reached a grotesque degree; accusations included
those of a new "‘German revanchism,’’ an irrational search for " Ger-
man identity,”” new nationalisms on the Left and Right, neutralism, and
pan-Germanism. The public discussion of Erich Honecker’s planned
and then postponed visit to the Federal Republic demonstrated that
world attention has once again begun to focus on the Germans, Other
European countries, especially our immediate neighbors, stifl react with
seismographic sensitivity to actual or apparent changes in German
policies. Obviously, how the Germans perceive their future remains vital
to the security of Europe. For these reasons, Germany remains a cen-
tral challenge for both world powers.

Created by the victors of World War Il and imposed upon the Ger-
man Reich, the existing international power structure is most visible to-
day in Berlin. This structure based itself on, among other things, the
fear of an eventual revival of German nationalism. Certainly much has
changed since the end of World War II, but the question of whether
the Germans will wanl to re-establish their national identity or accept
an existence divided in two states remains a source of concern for other
European countries as well as for the world powers.



Recent developments have intensified this concern. The question
of Germany's legitimate borders has, in fact, been revived in German
politics. Elements of the political Right in the Federal Republic have
renewed their demands for reunification. Persons in positions of political
responsibility have asserted the continuing existence of the German Em-
pire inits 1937 borders. Such assertions have naturaily provoked strong
reactions in Eastern Europe, particularly I:’oiandmrea;ctions that cannot
have surprised those who made the original assertions. Other voices
declare that German reunification is a necessary precondition for a
“European peace order.”’ Undoubtedly, these demands endanger the
modicum of practical cooperation with the GDR that has been achiev-
ed with so much difficulty. Meanwhite, they threaten to harm our rela-
tions in Western Europe. Witness Italian Foreign Minister Andreotti’s
accusation of pan-Cermanism. Nevertheless, we must unfortunately
cope with the situation created by these statements. ‘

New neutralist tendencies in the Federal Republic have generated
other concerns. Some of these new voices want both West Germany’s
and the German Democratic Repubtic’'s withdrawal from existine military
alliances. The concern that the Germans might take the neut'ra?ist route
has an irritating etfect on international politics, one comparable to the
reunification issue itself. Although the terms, *‘reunification” and
“neutrality,”” imply quite different circumstances and policies, illusory
talk of reunification on the one hand and unrealistic demands for
neutrality on the other are dangerous and must be opposed.

It must be emphasized that the vast majority of Germans rejects
both of these political outlooks. The postwar experience has
demonstrated a common majority view in the Federal Republic, the
GDR, and divided Berlin: resolving the ““German Question’’ may be
impossible for a long period, possibly another century. ("oncurrer%tl\f,
however, the German people understand that successful Fast-West
cooperation has permitted a modus vivendi—one providing a realistic
framework for a bearable and, perhaps eventually, a good relationship
between the two German states. Clearly, present international cir-
cumstances atlow only small and difficult steps. Even so, the specific
implementation of the Basic Treaty between the GDIR and the Federa)
Republic and of the quadripartite Berlin agreement has helped tremen-
dously to alleviate the hardships of Germany’s division.

AT LR AETfiidil Lruk sl

An honest analysis must acknowledge that the vast majority of Ger-
mans have come to terrs with the catastrophic breaking points in their
history. They realistically appraise their prospects for the future. Indeed,
most Germans base their assessments on the existence of two German
states and know that movement toward national unity is only possible
insofar as there is progress in East-West cooperation. Working toward
East-West understanding has thus developed inte a national obligation.
It is a kind of “'national self-limitation,”” unnatural to other Europeans.
It is our special contribution to peace. Our self-restraint provides, in
fact, one of the most important foundations for the East-West coopera-
tion that Europe so urgently needs—a cooperation defined in the Final
Act of Helsinki in 1975.

The question whether Germany represents a “'challenge for the
superpowers’’ can best be answered by examining the roots of policies
pursued in Germany since 1945. There are three major sources of the
Federal Republic’s policies:

The first is democratic values. In contrast to Americans, Germans
failed to bring about a successful democratic revolution. The liberal
revolution of 1848 coilapsed. The half-hearted revolution of 1918/1919
resulted in a Weimar Republic with severe defects that made it unviable
in the long-run. Not until after 1945 was democracy firmly established
in Germany, and then only in one of the German states—the Federal
Republic. But there the commitment to democracy has grown. A func-
tioning, pluralistic society in the West German context has revealed itself
in changes of government and of coalition, in social change, in the tolera-
tion of challenges to the established party system, and in general in a
lively political debate over fundamentals.

The second root of West German policy is the goal of German uni-
ty. In contrast to Americans, Germans in the East and West bear the
heavy burden of guilt for having started a war of aggression resulting
in the deaths of 60 million people. The scle period of German national
unity within the German Empire—the 74 years from 1871 to 1945—closed
with a balance sheet of horror. Thus the idea of German unity has been
discredited for other nations, at least in Europe. But the human,
economic, and political burdens of division are too heavy for the Ger-
mans themselves simply to ignore. And Berlin's particular situation
repeatedly poses difficult questions. Indeed, no German government



can escape the unity question.

The third source is Western integration—unique to the years after
1945. The history of the post World War II period has defined the Federal
Republic as an integral part of the West. This defines in turn the
parameters of West German policy. After the First World War, the United
States combined economic commitments in Europe with political isola-
tionism; it remained in the political background until the Nazis’ victories
forced intervention. The American strategy of political abstinence from
Buropean affairs was thus proven not to be viable.

Atter the Second World War, the United States drew a different con-
clusion. It became, it is fair to say, a superpower—one based essential-
ly on its power in Europe. The United States assumed political func-
tions in Europe and continues to exercise them today. This has made
the Federal Republic’s integration in the West a natural, even a consti-
tuent fact. The vast majority of West Germans views these realities to-
day just as they did during Adenauer’s chancellorship. In other words,
integration in the West is the precondition for Ostpolitik, rather than an
alternative to it. Our membership in the Western alliance limits the scope
and maneuverability of any "‘national”” policy available to the Federal
Republic.

These then are the roots of West Germany’s policies: the com-
mitments to democracy and to integration in the Western alliance; and
the obligation to work toward overcoming the nation’s division. Taken
together, they exert decisive influences on the national policy of any
West German government.

Several clear priorities derive from them:

First, peace is the central precondition for any West German freedom
of action. The conviction ““war must never again be initiated on Ger-
man soil’”” has become very popular in Germany. [t represents a max-
im both for the West German chancellor and for the East German leader.
A war waged with today’s high technology weapons would in all
likelihood leave the countries of Central Europe, including Poland,
destroyed or enteebled. The awareness that we must either get along
with one another or die with one another now determines political at-
titudes in both German states.

Second, self-determination flows only from peace and freedom. Self-
determination is a natural right throughout the world, even where it

is at present not respected. The West Germans have, of course, a
legitimate right to demand more freedom for the people living in the
GDR. But in so demanding, they must not threaten the peace. In fact,
West German Ostpolitik postulates that ““self-determination”’ for the Ger-
mans is conceivable without unity. In other words, freedom takes
precedence over unity.

Third, West German policy subordinates reunification to peace and
freedom. Although our Basic Law defines unity as an eventual goal,
our sense of reality and of historical responsibility prevails. It is more
important to introduce certain freedoms for the East Germans than to
overemphasize the theme of national unity to the point where the GDR
rejects negotiations and thus rules out peaceful change. Obviously, the
power structure in Central Europe remains unchangeable. The GDR can-
not accept the concept of reunification without questioning its own ex-
istence as the other German state and its commitment to a communist
system of government. Hence another distinction—possibly one of very
great importance. The Federal Republic’s constitution speaks of national
unity, not of reunification. For the majority of Germans, the goal of
reestablishing a large German state composed of the remaining elements
of the defeated German Empire has become increasingly unrealistic. But
increased German unity, as a nation and as a part of a Europe which
is itself growing closer together, has found greater appeal and utility.
In other words, a European cooperative framework might serve to
diminish the antagonisms of the two systems. Only this approach to
the German national question can prevent Germany from becoming
again a dangerous challenge for the world.

The immutable realities of the existing European power structure
create concrete alternatives for West German foreign policy. Through
the GDR, the Soviet Union defends on German soil its gains resulting
from the Second World War. The Soviet Union became a world power
by extending its political sphere to the Elbe River. Nothing suggests any
Soviet willingness to relinquish its dominance over the Eastern Huro-
pean states in the realms of foreign policy, security, and ideology. Ob-
viously the Soviet Union needs a predictable and stable GDR to secure
its control over Eastern and Central Europe.

Power structures within the Warsaw Pact have nevertheless changed
significantly. The GDR’s internal and external position is, for example,
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different under Honecker than it was under Ulbricht; such changes are
due partly to the consequences of detente. Nor can the indigc-—nou; striv-
ings of the GDR, Peland, and other Eastern European nations for greater
external and internal independence from the Soviet Union be overlook-
ed. These aspirations have been and will doubtlessly remain a crucial
and constructive part ot the process of any successful East-West
cooperation.

Meanwhile the two German states can play a major role within this
context of potential East-West cooperation. It is an historical irony that
these two states have become, for their respective superpower allies,
the strongest partners in terms of conventional military strength and
economic power. This gives them considerable influence, makix"‘ig them
indispensable. But such influence has limits. The alliance structures are
firm, having developed over three decades in both East and West. They
could not be changed without enormous repercussions. Such change“s
would endanger, if not destroy, the peace. This reality requires the
alliance systems’ preservation. As a result, the two German states can
only pursue policies which promote the German national interest within
their respective alliances and which promote East-West cooperation
through these alliances.

Departure from the alliances would, on the other hand, reduce Ger-
man influence and diminish the chances for preserving the peace. Such
a departure would endanger freedom in the Federal Republic, expose
two neutral German states to an uncertain fate, and destabilize Berlin.
Clearly, the Germans would not want and will not choose this course.
The two German states must remain partners of the superpowers within
their respective alliances. |

But how can the preservation of this situation remain sufficiently
appealing to future generations of Germans? How can German youth
come to view it more as an opportunity and less an imposition of out-
side control or even of loss of sovereignty? The pressures of this situa-
tion became especially evident in the Intermediate Range Nuclear Force
(INF) debate. Certainly Bonn did what was required to pfeserve the unity
of the alliance. But the debate also revealed limits to its ability to
persevere. Indeed, bitter disappointment over the lack of any mean-
ingful reconciliation of East-West interest in the area of intermediate-
range nuclear weapons alienated many people from the defense and

detente consensus that we proudly enjoyed for many years. Disappoint-
ment has created mistrust, especially because the anticipated new Soviet
readiness to make concessions after the INF deployment—as prophesied
by the hard-liners in the West—failed to materialize. In the German view,
the dialogue on arms control and disarmament forms the core of effi-
cient superpower cooperation. But this dialogue stagnated so depress-
ingly that many people in divided Germany were encouraged to
withdraw into a new German ‘‘dream world.”” This development is cer-
tainly deplorable and regrettable. Given the situation, however, the Ger-
mans cannot afford to rely upon such feelings. To dream, to deplore,
and to regret do not constitute the basis for a viable policy. We Ger-
mans must be realistic and base our policy once again on facts.
Accordingly, three foreign policy options confront West Germany
today. All three are, in fact, under serious discussion in the Federal
Republic. Though not all are truly viable, these options nevertheless
avoid extremes and are sufficiently important to deserve serious and
careful analysis. The first option—the concept of a “joint German-
German responsibility’'—has played a central role in German political
discussion for the past several years. The new German quest for iden-
tity now gaining strength no longer emphasizes reunification. Instead,
it focuses on a kind of ““two state patriotism,”” which hopes to create
new room for more independent intra-German action by establishing
more distant relationships to the respective superpowers. Those who
adhere to this school proclaim a kind of autonomous German detente.
This alternative has only existed with the current intensity since the
detente process between the superpowers themselves ceased function-
ing. As established detente structures faltered, the tendency toward a
unique German-German interchange, bypassing the superpowers, was
strengthened.

Despite its appeal, however, the potential for “joint German-
German responsibility’” confronts a major limitation arising from our
postwar experience—Berlin. There can be no isolated German solutions
because isolated solutions for Berlin do not exist. The only real Ger-
man progress in the Berlin question came—significantly enough—
through the framework of a functioning cooperative relationship between
the United States and the Soviet Union. Any separate German-German
detente which attempts to ignore the superpower confrontation is doomed
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to failure. The cancellation of Erich Honecker’s visit to the Federal
Republic reatfirmed this. It will become yet more obvious. Progress can
be made in the intra-German relationship only if and when the Ger-
man states develop sufficient influence within their own alliances to con-
vince the superpowers of the necessity of East-West cooperation. In other
words, seeking to develop or preserve a special intra-German delente,
one more or less isolated from superpower relations, would only foster
another illusion. Instead, the Federal Republic must, pa.r'nr._imic;ﬂi} , con
centrate upon building a new consensus about East-West cooperation
in the West, where such a consensus obviously does not now exist
The second alternative is the "‘Europeanization of Europe.”” This

dream, widespread in universities and churches in both East and West
and especially in Poland, has been very strong in recent vears. Its
adherents believe that Furopean defente is possible by « enting
the superpowers. They argue that the superpowers’ global commitments
have somehow given our continent more maneuverability. They fail,
however, to recognize the extent to which the United States a nd, above

all, the Soviet Union have needed their military, economic, and political
positions in Europe as the foundations of their world power roles. Thus,
the “"Europeanization of Europe”’ is simply ahistorical. Tt fails to assess
correctly our continent’s historic importance for the superpowers. A
European peace order will only gain new ground insofar as the Euro
peans succeed within their respective alliances in convincing the super-
powers of the utility of new cooperation efforts. That is the key. It ex-
1sts nowhere else. J
Finally, the third alternative is that of alliance options. Neither an
isolated German option nor even a purely European option offers the
two German states any significant or realistic prospects for success. The
relationship between the Federal Republic and the GDR can only be
developed further by employing existing alliance ties, not by negating
them. Within the Western alliance, Bonn must actively pr“omotez the
United States’ return to the principles of parity and cooperation among
the superpowers. The SPD and the German Bundestay readily
acknowledge that Foreign Minister Genscher recently fought for such
a return before the United Nations General Assembly. The 5PD will
support any foreign policy which promotes the constructive balance of
East-West interest on a parity basis. This approach in no way implies

a policy of “‘equidistance’” to the superpowers, as is sometimes sug-
gested. That should be sufficiently clear, unless, of course, one believes
that President Nixon had “‘equidistance’” in mind when he signed the
1972 declaration between the superpowers.

In the next period, much will depend upon whether the European
members of the alliance succeed in coordinating their policies better.
A stronger European consensus would also serve American interest,
potentially improving the transatlantic dialogue. Greater European self-
assertiveness in the alliance would be productive and realistic in
numerous areas: the adherence of the European nations to established
East-West structures in trade and industry; joint policies toward the Third
World: increased West European arms cooperation; coordinated in-
fluence on the political strategy of the alliance; a common European
assessment on needed changes in military strategy; and a joint renun-
ciation of unilateralist tendencies. The Federal Republic would play a
Jeading role in any such European discussion. Whether the Federal
Republic now plays a strong enough role may certainly be doubted. In
any case, there is widespread feeling in West Germany and in other
European countries that the Western alliance no longer has a sufficiently
coherent political strategy toward the Warsaw Pact. The reestablishment
of cohesion can only occur on a partnership basis; an effective alliance
must express the interests of all its members.

In conclusion: the free part of Germany can best pursue its peace.
freedom, and unity interests through the Western alliance. The task is
more difficult today. Policy shifts have torn apart the consensus on
defense and detente. At this time, while America is making decisions
about its own future which may result in new policies, Germans must
respectfully and seriously listen to the American arguments. We must
avoid succumbing to the pitfalls of prejudice and preconception. After
all, Germany’s “’challenge’” for the superpowers also derives from the
superpowers’ own symbiosis with the two German states. Dissolution
of that symbiosis will be impossible for the foreseeable future. This con-
stitutes another reason to exercise patience in dealing with one another
and to reflect upon the other side’s position.

Fortunately, there are people in the U nited States interested in the
intensive study of these often very complex German problems as well
as the prospects for German-American relations. T he studies undertaken
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at the American Institute for Contemporary German Studies will cer-
tainly help maintain our historic orientation toward one another and
help steer an important friendship through difficull waters.

XL A b [

GERMANYS
OTTO WOLFF VON AMERONGEN

Economic ties between the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) and
the German Democratic Republic (GDR) are, despite certain peculiarities,
part of broader East-West economic relations. Differences of opinion
over the political characler and desirable scope of trade with the East
have occurred in the Atlantic Alliance, especially between 1980 and 1983.
While the quarrels have been set aside, the problems have not disap-
peared. Technology transfer, for example, remains a focus of continu-
ing controversy. This is particularly true after final passage of the Ex-
port Administration Amendments Act of 1985 by the US Congress.
Therefore, it is necessary to review again the key elements of the con-
troversies and to discuss the role of economic refations between the
Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic Republic.

The scope and dynamics of East-West trade are often overestimated.
This is particularly true for the 1980s. The major thrust of that trade
was during the years of 1972-1975. In that period, trade with the member
countries of the Counail of Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA), as
a share of total foreign trade of the OECD countries, climbed from 3.0%
to 3.8%. By 1984 this share had fallen again to 2.8%. This trend represents
no dramatic change and it belies the notion of a positive dynamism.

The deterite process, culminating in the Helsinki Final Act of 1975,
could not accomplish miracles. As a matter of fact, experience of doing
business with the East over a period of decades teaches that severe limits
exist, which are due to the inflexible planning system of the state trading,
countries. The effort in the second half of the 1970s to expand Western
exports by increased granting of credits worked as an eventual brake
because of the debt service burden. A gross indebtedness of about $90
billion caused both Western banks and Eastern planners to manage their
economic relationship more cautiously. Then, in the 1980s, the CMEA
nations began to consolidate their trade balances. The path to this con-
solidation led through strong doses of import restrictions.

For most of the CMEA members, trade with the West constitutes
nearly one third of total foreign trade. in 1984, the Soviet Union’s
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Western trade as a share of its total trade accounted for 30%; the respec-
tive figure for the GDR was 29%. Only Bulgaria (12%) and
Czechoslovakia (16%) fell far below this level. Taken as a whole, the
figures clearly demonstrate that the Eastern countries are far more depen-
dent upon East-Wesl trade than is any Western nation.

Aside from the issuc of US grain deliveries to the Soviet Union, the
discussion of East-West economic relations has focussed on the problems
of energy, credits, and technology transfer.

The natural gas pipeline from Siberia to Western Europe became
a controversial issue between the United States and several West Euro-
pean countries. There can be no doubt that the natural gas market is
less flexible than the oil market. Soviet petroleum deliveries to Western
Europe have been and still are significant. However, Western demand
15 decreasing, and theretore there is no probability in the foreseeable
future of a Western European oil dependency upon the Soviet Unjon.
The Federal Republic, for instance, draws roughly 8% of its oil supply
from the Soviet Union—a share that many other petroleum suppliers
would eagerly assume.

The structure of the natural gas market is different. The distribu-
tion of pipelines makes a long-term relationship between suppliers and
users indispensable. In 1990, Western Europe will draw roughly 26%
and the Federal Republic about 30% of total gas supply from the Soviet
Union. The question is whether such dependence upon Soviet gas poses
serious risks. The availability of other suppliers and the existence of a
Europe-wide pipeline net suggest that it will not, There s no real
dependence, because the Netherlands and Norway could compensate
for any potential cutoff of Soviet gas. Moreover, there remain sufficient
reserves in the discoveries of the North Sea. Indeed at the present time,
the problem seems instead to be how to avoeid an overproduction of
gas for the 1990s,

Also the international credits extended to the East do not pose a
serious problem. Much criticism has been heard from the American side
about the readiness of Western banks to finance East European imports
with credits. But clearly, the Eastern European debt problem compared
to the Latin American debt problem is much easier to manage, in terms
both of its absolute volume and of the outlook for the consolidation of
trade balances. The net indebtedness of the CMEA countries has, in

fact, fallen from $75 bitlion in 1981 to $55 at the end of 1984, that of
the GDR from $12 billion to betow $7 billion. Orfdy IJ()lﬁi:ld poses a c\on:
tinuing problem, but generally there is no jooming credit crisis vis-a-vis
> 5t

- }(EZE:;'rentlv the transfer of technology from the West to the East (and
increasingly among Western nations themselves) posesTposmbly the mo‘st
controversial isstie between the United States and Weste}‘n Europe n
the context of East-West economic relations. Sometimes.it is viewed t00
narrowly as a problem of some Western microchip being equrted to
the Fast for industrial applications and ending up as part of a new
military equipment. Nevertheless, we must face the problem that 0;.11r
technology exports could support Soviet armaments technolog}f, T e
possibilities of applying high technology companents to both Cl\’llilal‘.t
and military purposes—the so-called dual-use poFentla]—fhave ZrowWn;
and the differences between them have become increasingly blurred.
We must, of course, adjust ourselves to new technological devglgpments
within the proven framework of the COCOM agreements. :fhls cymot
mean, however, that every technology transfer to the East will be
“devilish.” N

The United States and Western Europe have different economic in-
terests in their respective trade with the East, a_‘nd $Q Ehey n.at.uraily ap-
proach these problems somewhat differently. The EJ.S. trad.;tmnally (;x
ports more raw materials, above all grain, to the East, Wh.lile the We‘st
Europeans sell primarily finished goods. Given these realities, spec1‘al
care must be taken to avoid the suspicion that the U.5. because .{Jf‘dlf—
ferent economic interests, wants to limit technology transft:zr. Smnl.ar—
ly, the U.S. position concerning this issue mus.t av'oid the impression
of using *‘military security’” as a pretext to restrain vigorous competitors
on the world market.

For the Federal Republic, the complex problem of techno.logy transfer
touches its dealings not only with Eastern Europe but also'wﬁh the GDR.
The share of manufactured goods in the GDR’s dgliw‘mes to the Vf.fes‘st
accounts for roughly 70%. Compared to other C.TI\/:IE‘,A .states, this is
relatively high. But it must be remembered that the GDRis a de@?oped
‘ndustrial state, which has to export finished goods. N(.}.t su.rprlsmgly,
it seeks to purchase modern manufactured goods fo.r capital mvest.ment
from its Western trading partners. In this context, it has to be pointed



out that the COCOM rules also apply with regard to the GDR. These
are plain realities that must be considered in any evaluation of the con-

troversies inherent in East-West economic relations,

In this connection, greater understanding of the background of inner-
German economic relations might help to forestall actual or potential

controversies. The legal basis of this trade, which West Germany does
not consider to be foreign trade, is American and British military laws
of 1945. Within this framework the Federal Repubiic and the GDR agreed
to the so-called Berlin Protocol of 1951, which is still valid with some
moditications.

Currently inner-German trade amounts to DM135 billion, making
up barely 2% of our foreign trade. For the GDR, however, this represents
nearly 10% of its total trade. From the outset, inner-German trade has
been interwoven with a political discussion in the Federal Republic on
the subject of inner-German relations in general. Accordingly, inner-
German trade has always been closely tied to certain broad political ob-
jectives. Simply stated, they are as follows:

- Trade shouid enable Germans in the GDR to improve their
quality of life.

- Trade should help limit the economic integration of the GDR
into the Eastern bloc. '

- Trade should help the FRG maintain undisturbed access to
West Berlin.

- Trade should help to link the two German states within a
framework which can be characterized by the political phrases
“change through rapprochement’” and “‘normatization
towards securing peace.”’

While there exist other rationales and objectives for this trade, most
West German politicians in all three major parties would agree with those
mentioned here.

The GDR takes, of course, a different view of inner-German trade.
For it, purely economic interests predominate, and it views this trade
simply as part of its normal foreign trade. In other words, there exists
a kind ot paralielogram of interests in the development of economic rela-

tions between the two German states—motivated in the FRG by political
objectives and in the GDR by economic ones.

The institutional framework of inner-German frade reflects this
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lack of a language barrier provide easier access to the West Germans
than to Eastern countries. Furthermore, the difficult market conditions
in West Germany continue to pose challenging quality and price tests
for GDR products.

That the GDR wants mostly imports consisting of basic materials
and labor-saving technologies naturally gives the Federal Republic added
importance. Notwithstanding the serious economic problems of recent
years in the GDR, West German firms have continued to provide at
least 50% of the GDR’s total investment good imports from the West.
Nevertheless, it must be emphasized that there exists no free
technological trade with the GDR—as a result of COCOM controls.

The GDR, just as the Federal Republic, is very strongly dependent
upon external economic influences. Particularly at the CMEA Summit
in the summer of 1984 Soviet demands for better quality goods had to
be accepted. Together with a new price-setting mechanism, such obliga-
tions naturally limit the GDR’s maneuverability in terms of economic
relations with the FRG. Inevitably, the future of inner-German trade
will be shaped more by necessities than by desired goals. Genuine in-
dustrial cooperation on the enterprise level between the two German
states is still completely underdeveloped. Furthermore there exist a varie-
ty of problem areas, such as structural weaknesses and insufficient
delivery capacities in the GDR. New opportunitie will depend upon
whether the GDR succeeds in overcoming, its excessive fear of contact
with the West, the Federal Republic in particular. On the other hand,
the sustained basic trade ties that have been achieved, combined with
certain inherent dynamics offer reason for viewing further developments
with optimism.

Reflecting this hope, Richard von Weizsacker, the then Governing
Mayor of Berlin and now Federal President, wrote in the German weekly
Die Zeit in 1983:

“If we succeed in improving step by step cooperation in the areas

of science, technology, nutrition, ecology, transport, economics,

energy, and Third-World policy, then in the end arms control

and even freedom of movement could become pogsible.”

This statement referred primarily to Fast-West relations as a whole. Thus
the reference to arms control as an intended goal of cooperation which
is a preeiminent responsibility of the superpowers.

If one leaves out this issue, then Herr von Weizsacker accurately
describes the goal the FRG has to deal with in its relations witklx the GDR’;
This obligation constitutes no German-German “‘special path.
However, inner-German relations, if properly handled by governments
on both sides of the Atlantic,, form a necessary component of a com-
mon East-West policy.

The Federal Republic’'s role is of considerable importance. Its
geographical position enables it to see nuances among Eastern Qatlons
and react to them, whereas from a distance, such as from Washmgtog,
D C. or California, there seems to be but one Eastern bloc. Not surpris-
ingly, the Federal Republic’s perceptions are especially keen in the area
of West German-East German relations.

President von Weizsacker's call for cooperative relations between
the two Germanys and East and West in general reflects, of course, the
established self-interest of both sides. Such improved relations would
represent neither charity nor a wedge for deterte. Fgrthermore,.broad
cooperation and dialogue with the GDR have nothing to d? V.Vlth ythe
possible goal of a reunification of the two Germar_x states. While West
Germany seeks, where possible, arrangements with the GDR that are
also in the interest of the East Germans, its Deutschlandpolitik creates
no dependencies or obligations that conflict with its Western a]hange
duties. In the words of a frequently misused slogan, the Federal Republic
pursues no “‘self-Finlandization’’. Whoever sees something di_fferent
in the ties between Bonn and East Berlin confuses isolated and peripheral
voices on the left and right in West Germany with declarations .Of. of-
ficial policy. The corollary in the United States would be to view William
Safire of The New York Times as the official spokesman of the U.s.
administration. ‘

Finally, there are numerous reasons stemming from German history
and the post-war experience for seeking improved inner-Gerrpan rela-
tions. After all, it was Germany which became the focus of two disastrous
wars in Europe during this century. The Federal government's efforts,
under Chancellor Kohl as well as under his predecessors, to promote
celations with Eastern Europe, particularly with the GDR, rest largely
on a sense of a special German responsibility for Europe.

Since the 1960s, the following has held true: the better the East-
West relationship, the better is the relationship between the two Ger-
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man states. There have been some exceptions to this rule. Although
for a time, inner-German relations seemed to improve alongside worsen-
ing East-West ties, the Kremlin's successful pressure in 1984, which led
to the cancellation of Honecker’s visit to Bonn, has reaffirmed the historic
axiom. The GDR might conceivably play a role as a Soviet instrument
in the West. On the other hand it has recently become more apparent
that East Berlin is not merely an extended arm of Moscow. The GDR
has its own political and economic interests in the West, ones not
necessarily always identical with the Soviet Union’s political calcula-
tions there. This hardly means, however, that the GDR strives for a kind
of German-German special relationship that might promote somehow
one or more of the national unification concepts now existing in the
Federal Republic. In any case, there are clear limits to the GDR's freedom
of action even under conditions of relatively good East-West relations.

It must not be forgotten that the years of East-West detente were
positive and productive years for the GDR. Detente promoted the GDR's
adaptation to the postwar international system. Defente made the GDR
multilaterally and bilaterally respectable, helping it develop from a mere-
ly recognized to an increasingly respected state. Whether the GDR
leadership will also succeed in winning the consent and approval of its
own population depends upon long-term achievements in the areas of
living conditions and freedom of movement. The situation is similar in
the other small countries of the CMEA, especially Hungary, Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and Bulgaria. Defente has, on the whole, promoted these
objectives in Eastern Europe. Ounly insofar as the Soviet Union ignores
or neglects the potential benefits of Western economic ties will there
be serious disagreement between Moscow and other Eastern capitals,
including East Berlin.

Events following the West German Parliament’s decision in late 1983
to go along with the deployment of U.S. intermediate-range nuclear
weapons on West German soil illuminated this reality. While the Soviets
directed furious propaganda against the United States and the Federal
Republic, reviving long-buried changes of revanchism against Bonn,
Honecker proposed a “limitation of damage'’ by continuing talks with
West Germany and by cautiously criticizing the deployment of addi-
tional Soviet missiles on East German soil. The threatened ‘ice age”’

in relations between the Germanys did not begin. Additionally, a press

controversy tantalizingly revealed a hitherto unknown coalition of in-
terests between the Eastern countries. When the Soviet Union directly
and indirectly attacked the GDR’s Westpolitik, Hungarian newspapers
declared their support for the East Germans. This incident in particular
casts doubt whether Vice President George Bush was correctly inform-
ed, when, during a speech in Vienna in September 1983, he divided
the countries of Eastern Furope into *‘good guys’' and "‘bad guys.” The
events of 1984 clearly demonstrated that East Berlin is not merely
Moscow’s proxy and that the GDR has a life of its own. Nevertheless,
Honecker’s refusal in the fall of 1984 to visit the Federal Republic il-
lustrates not only the GDR's always narrow room for maneuver but also
its immutable foreign policy priorities.

In conclusion, one cannot assess the Federal Republic’s Deutschland-
politik without understanding the motives and goals of the GDR's leader-
ship. It confronts continuously severe limitations. Above all, the GDR
is in no position to pursue visions of German reunification. Nor can
it embrace neutrality concepts of any kind. This means two things. First,
anxieties among West Germany's neighbors and elsewhere about an
eventual German reunification are entirely unwarranted. Second, there
can be no grand vision of West German Deutschlandpolitik. We can be
guided only by what is possible. Perhaps cooperation in the fields men-
tioned above will prove fruitful, allowing a good neighborly relation-
ship to emerge from the modus vivendi that exists now. So much the
better. Controversies which have lasted for decades have burdened
Europe long enough. Perhaps a good neighborly relationship between
the two Germanys will be the basis for new efforts to remove political
tensions in Europe and ultimately between East and West in general.



ATTITUDES OF GERMAN YOUTH
TOWARD RELATIONS
BETWEEN THE TWO GERMAN
STATES

KLAUS VON BEYME

German Political Culture and the Feeling of National Identity

Germans were not trusted after the war. Similarly, many well-known
studies of political culture were unflattening to the German character.
Consider Sidney Verba’s verdict of 1966: **. . .the passivity of the Ger-
man citizen, [his] pragmatic orientation to politics (bordering on
cynicism), lack of political involvement of the bulk of the population,
the legalism, the subject orientation—all these indicate a political system
in which firmly democratic attitudes are as yet not established.’’ By the
1970s, other studies had begun to question the validity of judgments
such as Verba’s. Now, twenty years after Verba’s assessment, it is ab-
solutely clear that his characterizations rieed to be revised.

A great deal of empirical evidence demonstrates the necessity for revis-
ing Verba’s picture of the Germans. Seminal studies of “civic culture,”’
the German political culture, have found no significant German peculiar-
ity or divergence on the scales measuring democratic attitudes. While
the studies have suggested marginally weaker "“participatory’” attitudes
in Germany compared to the United States, most other measurements,
both verbal and active, have shown that Germany has fundamentally
changed. Among the older judgments, only the idea of a special Ger-
man tendency toward “‘legalism’’ seems to have retained a certain valid-
ity. Meanwhile, the “‘latecomer’’ among Western democracies has
become in some respects a kind of Mecca for new alternative forms of
behavior and political activity. For example, the Green Party, the West's
most successful ecological party, now seeks to mobilize the youth for
new forms of a ““double strategy’” in German politics—one that utilizes
both conventional and unconventional behavior. The Greens can, in
fact, be considered as the “party of the youth,”” with 71% of their voters
being under age 35, compared to 32% of the SPD’s, 34% of the FDP’s,



and 22% of the CDU’s. The Greens provide perhaps the most striking
evidence of important changes in German political culture.

While political attitudes have changed, the official ideologies of the
two German states have remained basically consistent. If anything, the
ideologies have perhaps become more rigid in recent years. With the
Christian Democrats’ assumption of power in 1982 in the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG) and a renewed “Cold War”” by the East
bloc since 1980, both German systems have become more intransigent
regarding their mutual relationship and the national question. To be
sure, the new Bonn government, lacking the same “"pressure to suc-
ceed”” (Erfolgszwang) as its predecessor, employs a more modest intra-
German terminology. In contrast to the SPD’s Ostpolitik and detente,
Kohl’s government emphasizes the *’democratic values competition”
with the East. In addition, Kohl now blames the former SPD govern-
ment for having unnecessarily relinquished many legal positions and
rhetorical advantages vis-d-vis the East. It is perhaps unfortunate that
the new conservative government has been, in some respects, more suc-
cessful in its dealings with the government of the German Democratic
Republic (GDR).

The GDR, cooperating somewhat, has abandoned some of its more
pettifogging detinitions of the “class nation”” in favor of the vaguer terms
such as “socialist fatherland’” and “"homeland’’ (Heimat). Of course, the
DR needs to be more flexible in its official statements on the national
question, which touches the very core of its internal legitimation. In fact,
the national question poses continual language problems. For example,
since there is no English equivalent for the German word, “'gesamt-
deutsch,”” it is frequently mistranslated as ' pan-German’’—a term that
conflicts sharply with the GDR's official view of itself. In any case, the
problems of language and rhetoric inherent in the German national ques-
tion remain important obstacles, and this retlects deeper ideological dif-
ferences between the two German states.

Notwithstanding these ideological divergencies, which naturally af-
fect vouth attitudes on both sides of the Iron Curtain, the process of
political socialization imposes certain common perspectives on the youth
of the two Germanys. Youth in both Germanys are subject to similar
methods of defining political and social realities, even if the actual defini-

tions themselves differ substantially, For example, official concepts of
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the “‘nation’” in both West and East Germany resemble the old “‘organic’’
and “‘objective’” traits of 19th century German nationalism, which bas-
ed itself in romanticism and other irrational movements. Both German
states, moreover, claim to represent the ““whole of Germany,”” although
they justify it differently. In the West, the rationale for representing Ger-
many is essentially “‘cultural”’; in the East, the rationale is based on
""class.”’ Both justifications, however, stress an objective, pre-existing
reality beyond immediate citizen control and reminiscent of the old non-
democratic tradition of German nationalism.

Thus Chancellor Schmidt argued that ““culture’” was the determin-
ing historical force: ““The Germans do not want—and those who never-
theless would like to do so, couldn’t—to renounce their belonging to
the German nation.”” Meanwhile, Schmidt’s counterpart in the GDR,
Erich Honecker, drew the opposite conclusion, namely, that a more
material, i.e., ““class’’ identity defined the German nation: “*A nation
is a historical category...nations rise and change depending on con-
crete historical conditions.”” Hence the two sides identify different
historical forces as fundamental-—the West, culture; and the East, class.
Neither side, meanwhile, argues that citizens are able to decide
democratically whether to accept these allegedly “objective” social con-
ditions and other so-called “‘real’” forces (Sachzwange). In other words,
the processes of political socialization in the two Germanies are quite
similar, despite differing purposes and terminologies.

Not surprisingly, the Federal Republic’s official annual “reports on
the state of the nation’’ of the early 1970s drew on an ““objectivist’” con-
cept of the nation in the effort to elucidate and legitimize a limited Ger-
man unity. The reports doubtless had considerable impact in both Ger-
man states. Relying upon Deutsch’s theory of communication, they were
discrete and they subtly assumed a common German national con-
sciousness as existing in both German states. Where unable to empirical-
ly validate such consciousness, the authors, a team of scholars and politi-
cians, introduced vaguer terms such as an ‘orientation in behavior
towards the nation’’ (nationale Verhaltensorientierung) and a ““subjective
feeling of German relatedness’’ (subjektives Aufeinanderbezogensein der
Deutschen). Yet the reports, which were written under the auspices of
the late Peter Ludz, were not universally accepted. The reports drew,
in fact, considerable criticism, even from adherants of the Deutsch school



of communication theory, who tersely labelled them “new mistakes with
old figures.”” Nevertheless, the reports unguestionably influenced the

process of political socialization, especially the national question, in both
(German states.

Nutional Consciousness in the GDR

Assessing the degree of genuine national consciousness in the GDR
poses many dilficulties. First, the condition of empirical studies in the
GDR makes comparisons between the two Germanys very problematic.
Second, there is a substantial “asymmetry”” in the impact that each Ger-
man state has on the other. Since media impact flows mostly from West
to East, the sources of national unity feelings among GDR citizens, par-
ticularly the youth, remain unclear. Finally, the sense of nationalism
itself is in the GDR’s case partly superimposed from above—by the
government. All of these issues pose many problems to the analyst.
In the German states, true empirical research exists only in West
Germany. Not that West German research is free of methodologicat
problems. The behaviorists’ criticism of the vagueness of concepts like
the “relatedness of the population in the two German states” is pro-
bably justified. But GDR research is primitive by comparison. Studies
of GDR attitudes have relied largely on surveys conducted by Western
radio stations, These are inherently flawed, because they necessarily
elicit more responses from those who are opposed to the political system.
Moreover, these secret polls undoubtedly ignore or underestimate a kind
of “paranationalism” —meaning, a certain pride in the GDR’s humble
beginnings and in the obstacles which it has overcome. In other words,
there is in the GDR a sense of being “"proud of one’s worn-out trousers” .
West Germany clearly exercises greater impact on Eagt German society
than wvice versa. This influence probably began shortly after the war, West
Germany’s growing ties to the Western alliance offered an opportuni-
ty to join the victors of 1945, while the eastern parts of the country re-
mained identified with the defeated, those who had carried the war's
major burdens and suffered its most severe consequences. An under-
dog feeling has existed in the GDR, especially among East German
youth. Conseguenily, the GDR needed to construct other popular ra-
tionales for identifying with “‘the Republic.”” Specifically, the GDR has
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West Germany, East Germany

the war, they probably would have preferred, in the abstract, a con-
tinuation of the Nazi regime over the new Communist one. No doubt
their views have changed considerably since then. The GDR popula-
tion now derives most of its national pride from being the most effi-
cient socialist country within CMEA. In addition, the GDR population,
including its youth, retain some traditional Protestant and Prussicn
values as sources of national identification. Note the general latent hostili-
ty in the GDR toward the syndicalist Solidarity movement in Poland
and toward the political activism of the Catholic Church there. justifica-
tions and symbols from within the GDR probably have more impact
on the development of national teeling there than does any Western
impact. ’

Not that GDR efforts to create an indigenous national feeling have
been highly successful. It is true that official cultural policy has encourag-
ed traits of national consciousness. But most GDR citizens retain a rather
individualistic awareness. Bonn’'s first quasi-ambassador to East Berlin,
Ginter Gaus, Head of the Permanent Representation of the Federal
Republic in the GDR, has termed the GDR a “‘society of niches”
(Nischengesellschaft) in which the majority protects and identifies itself
in very unpolitical ways. Cultural politics and propaganda have hardly
changed this. Authorities have repeatedly criticized even the most
renowned writers, from Plenzdorf to Christa Wolf, for their highly in-
dividualistic sense of what constitutes heroism. Meanwhile, the impor-
tant and rich literature of the GDR relates only obliquely to the Ger-
man problem and to life in the two Germanys. It recalls instead the obses-
sions and provincialism of irredentist literature in 19th century Eastern
Europe. That literature preoccupied itself with only two themes: na-
tionalism and love. Hence it could not achieve recognition within a more
cosmopalitan world literature. Complicating the picture further is the
fact that some of the best works by East German authors are prohibited
there and thus published only in West Germany. Indeed, some of the
best known East German writers, for example Biermann, have been ex-
iled to the West and thus have indirectly strengthened West Germany's
claim to be the “home of all free Germans.”” GDR restrictions on its
own intelfigentsia have made West Germany a kind of subsidiary
reference culture (Referenzkultur), despite GDR etforts to foster an in-
digenous national culture
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Empirical Evidence on the Altitudes of the West German Youth toward the GDR

While we cannot clearly identify and classify the strength and breadth
of national consciousness in East Germany, we have a solid empirical
foundation for evaluating the attitudes of West German youth toward
the GDR. To be meaningful, however, judgments regarding West Ger-
man youth must be compared, where possible, with those regarding
the vouth of other Western countries. Unfortunately, the European Com-
munity’s Eurobarometre poll of views and opinions rarely includes the
youngest age groups. In Germany’s case, meanwhile, the Basic Treaty
(Grundlagenvertrag) of 1972 apparently settled the problem of German
unity. Emnid’s 1973 poll found that 52% of all West Germans accepted
the division of Germany, confirming that both German states will like-
ly remain separate entities.

Nationalism is, of course, not dead, perhaps least of all among youth.
Karl Deutsch’s hasty conclusions, based on cybernetic theories, that
worldwide communication would make nationalism obsolete have pro-
ven premature. Nationalism has instead assumed new forms. In many
European countries, neo-nationalism has arisen more from the liber-
tarian left than from the conservative and authoritarian right. Leftist
criticism of superpower politics, nourished by Maoist elements and a
kind of “'cultural revolution”” among others, has promoted a new con-
cern for national interest and ideals.

The ecological and Peace movements are, on balance, more relax-
ed about the national problem. However, the Peace Movement’s avowed
neutralism can be viewed as favoring both peace and national rapproche-
ment; and its appeal therefore has much potential. Meanwhile, a strange
““collusion’” between the old Right and the old Left has developed in
response to changing values. Not coincidentally, right wing extremists
and nationalists exist in the ranks of the ecological party. A 1981 study
discovered that two percent of the Green electorate could be defined
as "“ecological fascists.”” In a broader sense, many young Germans no
longer willingly accept Germany's division as justifiable punishment
for Nazi crimes which occurred before their birth. Finally, Europeanist
undercurrents provide a substitute for nationalism in an age of Europe’s
decline, although “*snapshot’’ surveys have rarely illuminated their im-
portance. These various developments may represent a general
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Identitatsrevolution, in which cosmopolitan ideals combine with new
political and rationalist concepts of the nation, simultaneously, however,
fragmenting the national movement itself.

How has this Identitatsrevolution atfected West German views of Ger-

man reunification? Survey results are complex and contradictory. For
example, although a 1984 poll found that two thirds of West Germans
saw no chance for reunification within a time span of 30 years, roughly
the same percentage would favor it if it seemed possible. Indeed, Ger-
man youth seem to adopt the venerated truism: “"Never say never.”’
Roughly 61 percent of those between the ages of 20 and 30 considered
the two German states 1ot parts of one nation, but nearly 80 percent
admitted a vague longing for reunification. Most youngsters under 21
years of age similarly reject the one nation hypothesis, but 56 percent
do not consider the GDR a foreign country. Concurrently, although
Austria is by far the most popular foreign nation among West German
youth, one half claim to feel closer to a GDR citizen than to an Austrian.
The results are, in short, inconclusive. They demonstrate, above all, that
German youth are willing for the present to live with contradictions,
meanwhile trying to keep options open for the future. In 1982, for ex-
ample, only 12 percent of those under age 30 wanted to delete the
paragraph in the Fundamental Law’s Preamble that emphasizes the right
to self-determination and to unity of the German nation.

Personal contact with East Germans and visits to the GDR seem
to alter perceptions dramatically. This contradicts general experience
with superficial transnational contacts, which often tend to strengthen
national biases. Even short visits by young West Germans to the GDR
have changed their views of the intra-German relationship, with 71 per-
cent of the visitors regarding the GDR as ““'not a foreign country,”” com-
paved to 56 percent of those who have never crossed the border. Among
teenagers, 59 percent claim to want reunification; this proportion in-
creases to 74 percent among those who have visited the GDR. Personal
experience of the GDR is clearly a highly important factor shaping West
German attitudes on the national question.

What motivates these attitudes, and how strong are they? Here the
data indicate important differences between German youth and the older
generations. Humanitarian and political goals fead youth’s agenda of
reasons for improving intra-German relations. Thus they seek improv-
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egi c9ntacts and living standards in the Fast, while envisioning the
elimination of a focus of international tension in Central Europe. They
nevertheless view European unification as a higher priority than Ger-
man reunification. Sharing this priority with older Germans, the youth
dlffer insofar as they do not consider Furopeanism a surrogate for na-
tionalism as during the Adenauer era but still seem more ready to
sacrifice for the cause of Eu rope than the youth of most other members
of the European Community. Regarding reunification, German youth
seem ill-disposed to make large sacrifices for the cause. While roughly
37 percent advocate neutralism as a viable course for Germany, only
about 21 percent think that it would provide a foundation for G;rman
;’fluniﬁcation. Meanwhile, only a tiny minority would accept the East
>erman socialist system as a way of solving the national problem. At
the same time, West German youth show a striking unwillingness rorﬁ—
pared to youth in other Western nations, to fight militarily to d,egen‘d
their political system. But this represents a common pattern among thoée
nations which were defeated in the Second World War. In fact, what
;}':'zl;;ht be called “‘defense morale’ is even lower among the yo/utﬁ of
Japan (22%) and Italy (28%) than of West Germany (353%)

E"lc above data raise further important questions. While national
-;}us‘.m'.fmssness among West German youth has clearly increased, has
there been an accompanying growth of national pride? The evidence
suggests not. Among the nations of the European Community, Ger-
mans rank at the very bottom in terms of national pride, even ,below
the Belgiar'ls, many of whom doubt that their two ethnicities actually
form a nation. A 1983 survey revealed that only 23 percent of German
vouth were proud of being German, compared to an average 37 per-
cent of the youth of other Western countries. A high percentage of ger—
man youth demonstrates a willingness to emigrate, an attitude that does
not ;T(‘-z‘rm?late precisely with national pride. More telling are anéwers to
the joliowing question: “If you were not a German, what would /ou
pretfer to be?”” Among those under age 30, 22 percent chose to be I} S
n;|fm__»a‘1?. 21 percent French, 18 percent Swedes, and 7 percent B;itis;h‘
What these figures mean precisely for German national pride is unclear.
But they do shed light on allegations of growing anti—Amm‘icanisﬁ*;
among West German youth, even among the ecologists, German youfh
clearly distinguishes between the appeal of the /\f’rn}riu\]; *p-eq»»p].e and



society and certain aspects of American policy.

There are, of course, other obstacles to the development of German
nationalism. There is no attractive capital city; national ceremonies play
a minor role; and the national holiday is contested and controversial.
Most German citizens do not even know their own naticnal anthem.
Given Germany’s experience, the general lack of national identity feel-
ings is perhaps not difficult to explain. Nor is it only the events of World
War 1I that inhibit a long-term German national feeling. The modern
nation state has, in fact, been a mere mtermezzo in German history, lasting
only from 1871 to 1945. Even then, many traditional loyalties belonged
to the Lander rather than to the central government under the Reich.
Historically, “"Germany’” was always more a “‘geographical” than a
“political’” concept. And even during the heyday of the Second Em-
pire, many German intellectuals doubted the wisdom of creating a Ger-
man national empire that was too weak to predominate in Europe but
too large and powerful for the old balance of power. All of these ex-
periences help to explain why national consciousness among German
youth today is a highly intricate and elusive phenomenon.

To conclude, surveys of German youth opinion reveal them to be
quite realistic about chances for German reunification and how to con-
front the national problem in the future. Some analysts have termed
their attitude cynical. Perhaps this is an accurate assessment. If so,
however, this so-called cynicism merely reflects the larger bipolar
cynicism, which is reflected in paying lip service to the cause of Ger-
man unity while considering Germany’s current divided condition to
be tolerable and perhaps preferable. Italian Foreign Minister Andreotti
was more candid in 1984, when he argued that the division of Germany
is permanent. Though his remarks aroused much commotion in Ger-
many, they are perhaps representative of views which predominate
among both Germany's allies and adversaries.

Cynicism is, of course, an unfortunate response to the situation con-
fronting the two Germanys today. But there are also more positive signs.
Given prevailing realities, many Germans, including the youth, have
emphasized the cultural sources of national feeling and justifications for
a national “unity’’ of some kind. In this context, the self-centeredness
and ethnocentrism of the younger generation are perhaps not very sur-
prising. They may presage a deeper and more lasting search for a true

onal identity that is viable in the modern world. The youth face,
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1 many precedents in German history and should

after all, a situation witl :
therefore recall, once again, the words of the great 18th .century Ger-
man poets, Goethe and Schiller: ““To create one nation, (sermans y ou
hope in vain. Develop instead—vou can do it—your freedom as human

beings.”’
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1 1vvy GERIKIVIAN STAILES
AND ISSUES OF PEACE AND
STABILITY IN EUROPE

MAX SCHMIDT

Peace has prevailed in Europe for more than 40 years. While other
peoples, including those of North America, were fortunately spared from
suffering in this century the experience of modern warfare on their ter-
ritories, Europe has had to live under the burden of two world wars,
both of them unleashed by the rulers of the former German Reich and
both of them fought primarily in Europe.

Today the states and peoples of the European continent are fated,
at the risk of their own annihilation, to break the sinister circle of earlier
decades and centuries, the alternation of war, peace, and yet another
war, and to make a genuine commitment to eternal peace, notwithstan-
ding the fact that they find themselves facing each other in the form
of two antagonistic social systems and of the two most powerful military
alliances in human history, NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organiza-
tion. With the existence of the means for nuclear mass destruction and
with a tremendous concentration of military force, no chance of sur-
vival would be left to Europe in a Third World war. Europe’s destiny
would necessarily be comparable to that of ancient Carthage, of which
the poet Bertolt Brecht wrote: “"Three wars were fought by the great
city of Carthage. The city was stil powerful after the first, still habitable
after the second, but no longer retrievable after the third.”

The nuclear age has added a new logic to East-West inter-state rela-
tions. The following statement was made by Mikhail Gorbachev, after
his 1985 summit meeting with Ronald Reagan: “"Under the present con-
ditions, the crux of the matter is no longer simply a confrontation be-
tween two social systems, but it is our choice between survival and
mutual destruction.”"* This situation calls for an abandonment of pat-
terns of thought and behavior which have grown and become fixed in
the course of centuries. Yet such abandonment has not taken place
everywhere. Alberl Einstein’s plea to the etfect that the atom bomb had
changed everything but our thinking is still largely valid. However, con-
tours of new thinking and appropriate political action, in line with the



requirements of the nuclear age, have begun to take shape in East and
West.

[ am inclined to suggest the following criteria as catalysts for a new
intellectual approach to the problem: “Qui desiderat pacem, praeparet
bellum. Let him who desires peace prepare for war.”” This classical Roman

quotation has been adhered to by governments for ages as a guideline

for their international posture. Today, when nuclear stockpiles are suf-
ficient for multiple annihilation of mankind, any further enlargement
of arsenals is likely to increase the probability of self-destruction in case
of war. Peace can no longer be built on arms. More arms do not pro-
vide more security. This is nowhere clearer than in Europe, where NATO
and the Warsaw Pact are confronting each other fully armed so that a
conflict would deprive them of even the last trace of security. The con-
clusion is final and compelling that arms limitation and disarmament
have become an objectively necessary prerequisite for a lasting safeguar-
ding of peace.

Radical change is required for the perception of the relationship be-
tween war and politics. This is of particular relevance to Clausewitz’
postulation of war as “"an instrument of politics.””? The use of nuclear
weapons cannot be an instrument of reasonable politics. It would rather
be an irresponsible, irrational act to put at stake the very existence of
man. Clausewitz’ own brilliant anticipation has come true in our days,
since he spoke of the possibility that ““the means might get out of any
proportionality to the purpose’’.* A number of conventional military
categories have thus lost all their substance, as for example, the notion
of victory which has always been the goal of belligerent parties. There
“‘can be no winners’’ in a thermonuclear war, as has been pointed out
by Mikhail Gorbachev and Ronald Reagan in their joint statement in
Geneva .t

Security of the state, by tradition primarily defined as a national
issue and as security from or against opponents, is no longer practicable
by such conventional patterns. The fact of reciprocal interdependence
of East and West with respect to nuclear destruction, when redefined
in positive terms, has brought about a state of reciprocal dependence
for security. Today, security can be guaranteed only by due considera-
tion of the other side’s legitimate security interests. In other words,
security is no longer achievable as a result of rivalry but only as a result

of active partnership of all opponents concerned. Erich Honecker, in
a recent interview with Die Zeit, a West German newspaper, said . . .in-
stead of perishing together in a nuclear war, we should rather learn to
live together. Even more, we should also learn to get along well with
each other.””

All these reflections finally take me to a point which I should like
to define as the gravitational center of a new way of thinking, namely
the insight that world peace is no longer one of several goods for choice
but has rather become sine qua non for the continued existence of human
civilization. Certainly peace is not the whole story, but it is just as cer-
tain that without peace there will be no story at all. There is no longer
any reasonable alternative to peaceful coexistence among states of dif-
ferent social systems.

To become permanent, peace and peaceful coexistence must be much
more than simply absence of war. They ought to be characterized by
the following developments:

- an international process of continuous reduction of the physical
danger of war by arms limitation and disarmament;

- recognition of realities and legitimate security interests of other
states by all actors in international relations;

- movement towards the most extensive and deepest possible inter-
systemic and intrasystemic coopriation between states at all levels,
political, military, economic, cultural, and human relations.

Safeguarding of Peace—the Issue that Dominates GDR-West German Relations

N\) one should try to make the public believe that reflections of this
kind are not appropriate in a lecture on relations between the two Ger-
man states. The contrary is true. The relations between the German
Democratic Republic (GDR) and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)
are most intimately interwoven with the issue of peace. The foreign,
security, and military policies of the GDR are characterized by the quest
for putting this concept into full effect through political action. In the
GDR, peace and disarmament policies are laid down in the Constitu.
tion. Article 6 of the GDR Constitution reads as follows: *’The German
Democratic Republic stands for security and cooperation in Europe, a
stable peace order in the world, and for general disarmament.’’¢ This



applies to the GDR's relations with other countries, naturally including
relations with the other German state, the Federal Republic of Germany.

It is the established position of the GDR that peace is the absolute-
ly predominant issue that governs GDR-FRG relations as well. Rela-
tions between the two German states ought to be designed not only
with the end effect of creating no potential source of tension on the in-
ternational scene but also for the purpose of making a positive contribu-
tion toward its improvement in the direction of more peace. Proceeding
from the fundamental issue of our time, such a call is based on a number
of very specific reasons.

A review of history shows that during the early postwar decades
GDR-FRG relations used to be a source of permanent insecurity and
even of temporary danger of war in Europe. Hard factual evidence has
been produced to the effect that leading political circles in the Federal
Republic were not ready for decades to accept the existence of the GDR
and were trying all means to wipe the GDR off the map.

The young state of the GDR was to be strangled in its cradle and
later on eradicated in a “‘rollback’’ process, as formulated by John Foster
Dulles. The plans were ready for that exercise and have been disclosed
to the public in the meantime. They were wide-ranging and included
a trade embargo, diplomatic blockade, subversion, and even a military
option. However, the worst did not happen, and that was owing to the
persistent peace policy pursued by the GDR and her allied socialist coun-
tries as well as, on the Western side, to the levelheadedness displayed
by the U.S., France, and Britain, which in critical situations did not allow
themselves to get involved in a war against the Warsaw Treaty Organiza-
tion, a shooting war which would have been fought for the interests
of those in West Germany who wanted to extend their rule to include
the GDR. These implications were very strongly felt after August 13,
1961, when a majority of political leaders in Bonn were setting sail for
open confrontation to punish the GDR for having secured her hitherto
unprotected frontier with West Berlin, thus having put an abrupt end
to West Berlin-based anti-GDR espionage and sabotage.

The role of peacemaking in the context of GDR-FRG relations is
predominant for another, even more weighty reason. German history
has been burdened by the responsibility for having unleashed two world
wars. The GDR, from her very inception, has derived from that burden
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a special duty for herself, namely to see that war shall not again be
unleashed from German soil and that no more death and destruction
shall be inflicted upon other nations.

Finally, it should be understood that the frontier between the GDR
and FRG is the contact and demarcation line between two social systems
in Europe. The main military forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact,
both of them equipped with all means for modern warfare, are facing
each other from positions on the territories of the two German states.
The Federal Republic is the country with the world’s highest density
of nuclear weapons. No scenario of military conflict in Central Europe
is imaginable that would not lead to the extinction of the two German
states as functioning industrial societies. Hence, to the German
Democratic Republic the assurance of peace means both established
policy and action for survival.

In this context, it is highly appreciated in the German Democratic
Republic that influential circles in the Federal Republic have defined
and articulated their basic interest in a similar way. When in Moscow,
in March 1985, Erich Honecker met with Chancellor Helmut Kohl of
the FRG. Their joint statement stressed that "*war must never again be
unleashed but peace must originate from German soil.”’® This has been
a joint commitment to a partnership of responsibility for peace,
nothwithstanding all socio-economic, political, and ideological
differences.

The point, however, cannot be bypassed that on this fundamental
issue the attitudes taken by the FRG government have not been entire-
ly free of contradictions, with a gap between words and deeds. There
are certain military and military-political activities which are not com-
patible with the stated goal of stabilization of peace. This applies par-
ticularly to the key role assigned to the FRG in implementing the NATO
resolution of December 1979. The deployment of US nuclear
intermediate-range missiles of strategic radius—maost of them station-
ed in the FRG—and the resulting countermeasures taken by socialist
countries to deploy in the GDR and Czechoslovakia operational-tactical
missiles of comparable range have created a situation in Europe which
is characterized by more missiles but less security. The approximate
military parity between East and West has been adversely affected
towards more instability in periods of crisis by the deployment in the
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FRG of Pershing Il missiles, which, as generally accepted, leave only
a few minutes for early warning. In a situation of acute crisis, conse-
quently, the pressures on political decisionmakers would be such that
the danger accidental, no longer controllable, and to both sides equally
disastrous developments has become greater.

Against such background, it is less sufficient than ever before to
confine one’s own posture to mere contemplation and to verbal com-
mitment to peace policies. “"Those often do evil who do nothing. Not
to ban injustice if you can means to ask for it.”” That reminder was once
made by Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius to his passive contemporaries.
The challenge today is tor active implementation of everyone’s public
commitment to peace That is the only practicable way to take a consis-
tent approach to putting into reality the declared intention of the govern-
ments of both German states, namely “'to make peace with ever fewer
weapons.”’

It is the assumption of the GDR that the two German states bear
responsibility for military measures relating to their own territories and
military forces. Their reciprocal relations cannot be kept free of these
issues by referring to residual rights and responsibilities of the great
powers. The very fact of the GDR’s and FRG's involvement in oppos-
ing alliances does not imply for both states, after all, the absence of need
or room for an active pursuit of specific objectives of peace assurance
likely to result from their own national interests. There are, in fact,
possibilities for action at various levels, proceeding from both countries’
firm integration within their respective alliances, and for activities in
parallel with the other German state, both within the alliances and bet-
ween the two states.

An additionally binding obligation to take action results also from
Article V of the ""Treaty and Basic Principles of Relations between the
German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany.”’
The Basic Treaty, which was signed in 1972, reads as follows: Both states
““shall support efforts towards arms limitation and disarmament, par-
ticularly in the context of nuclear weapons and other means of mass
destruction, for the purpose of achieving general and complete disarm-
ament under effective international control and conducive to interna-
tional security.”"

The GDR in pursuit of her own policies has honored this obliga-
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tion in a highly complex manner. The GDR has been supporting within
the Warsaw Treaty all initiatives for peace and disarmament collective-
ly taken by the alliance and it has been taking action for implementa-
tion. These initiatives have been of an extremely wide-ranging nature,
as has been reaffirmed in the Sofia statement of the Warsaw Pact coun-
tries of October 23, 1985, with constructive positions being suggested
on all major issues of the problem: ““There is no single category of
weapons on which they [the members of the Warsaw Treaty] would
not be prepared to bring about reduction and removal from existing
arsenals and destruction for good, on the basis of an agreement with
other states and with due consideration of the principle of equality and
equal security.”’10

The GDR, in this context, is particularly committed to supporting
the complex proposals made by the USSR on January 15, 1986, for step-
by-step liberation of the world by the year 2000 of ali types and arsenals
of nuclear weapons, including the approach taken by the Soviet Union
to negotiations with the US in Geneva, aimed at signing a joint ban
on manufacture, testing, and deployment of offensive space weapons,
coupled with a reduction by 50 percent of the big powers’ strategic
arsenals. This is in agreement with the guideline confirmed by Mikhail
Gorbachev and Ronald Reagan for the Soviet-American negotiations
in Geneva, according to which no arms race must be permitted in outer
space and the nuclear arms race on earth ought to be halted. Preven-
tion of a qualitatively new stage of space militarization has in any case
been assuming the role of a key problem in general arms limitation and
disarmament.

SDI, the US program for the development of Space weapons, must
be strategically interpreted as an attempt to obtain a nuclear first-strike
capability.? This actually entails the risk of an uncontrolled arms race
both in outer space as well as in the context of strategic offensive
weapons. One can, therefore, fully subscribe to views, such as those
expressed by John Steinbruner of the Brookings Institution, according
to which **. . .in the context of real security. . .this issue has become
the key issue of all problems.’*2 This should as well be taken into due
consideration by the two German states. It would be highly useful, no
doubt, "if, notwithstanding their different social systems ;;nd their af-
filiation with different alliances, both German states worked for ron-



militarization of outer space.”” " However, while the GDR has been ac-
ting on these lines, the government of the FRG has embarked on the
s political support of 5DI.

mad&ttﬁai been in tifeipirit of responsibility for peace that the GDR has
proposed—also in letters from Erich Honecker to Chancellor Khohl—-to
have the Pershing [l and cruise missiles removed on the one side and
the countermeasures in the GDR and Czechoslovakia ren?mfed on the
other, measures through which ""we got nuclear weaporls into our own
territory, for the first time in history.” That is why thg GDR has pledg-
ed unconditional support for the proposal of an interim agreement on
nuclear intermediate-range weapons in Europe, one of the topics
discussed at the Geneva November Summit. W

In concrete compliance with Article V of the Basic Treaty, the GI,.)R
has also submitted to the Federal Republic a number of Pr()pc'nsals‘, with
the view to downgrading military confrontation, especxziliy in Central
Europe. This would be beneficial not only to the two German st.ateﬁs
put to Europe as a whole. The GDR has proposed, for example, to ac-
cent Sweden’s initiative for establishing in Burope a zone free of nu(?@r
wéapons along the demarcation line between the t.wo blocs.. [he ()Lg)R.
responded immediately by putting her entire teriitory at .dlsposal or
inchusion into such a zone, provided there would be reciprocity a.nq ehqual
security. !5 A somewhat similar proposal was made by the GDR (jointly
with C%echcnsiovakia) to the FRG regarding the establishment of a zone
free of chemical weapons. ' . .

The achievements possible on the basis of bilat_erai good will, will-
ingness to CoOmMpromise, and balanced adjustment of interests h'ave been
clearly demonstrated by a framework for an agreement on a mne. frlee
of chemical weapons in Europe, which was jointly worked out by t‘).{_‘
pert groups of political parties, the SED of the (JDR and the SP'D gt
the Federal Republic in a one-year exercise and submitted to the public
in 1985, Both groups also agreed on verification of.observance of sgch
an agreement, a question which has often becn hlgh.lﬁy. co}ntro»l’ermai‘
Western experts have confirmed in this context the.(JI_)R.s profgutj'.d
willingness to compromise and her constructive attitude in consider-
ing Western ideas on verification. . o |

The GDR does not insist in a narrow-minded and self-righteous man-
ner on having all her proposals completely accepted. We have never

thought that the philosepher’s stone originated in our country. The pro-
posals made by the GDR are rather a reflection of her policies of dialogue
for peace, disarmament, and cooperation. The GDR will continue to
believe in dialogue and will take advantage of any chance for helping
to bring about a change for the better in the international situation and
will continue to contribute appropriate ideas and suggestions to Euro-
pean and worldwide discussion. This is our interpretation of the linkage
between international and our own interests.

Such an attitude, by our definition, should include the willingness
to listen to the other side and become familiar with the other side’s in-
terests, in order to find on such basis compromise and consensus for
reduction of the physical danger of war as well as for arms limitation
and disarmament in the heart of Europe and beyvond. That is what we
in the GDR mean by thought and action in terms of a broad coalition
of common sense and realism for peace.

Existence and Coexistenrce of the Two German Slates—A Constant of Euro-
pean Stability and a Peace Order

The two states of the GDR and FRG have been in existence since 1949,

The FRG, as is generally known, was founded before the GDR. its con-
stitution came into effect on May 23, 1949, The GDR was established
on October 7, 1949, The proclamation ot the Federal Republic of Ger-
many reflected the potlitical determination of her ruling circles of that
period of history to divide Germany. However, that project was feasi-
ble only with the agreement and support of the three Western allies.
The incorporation of the FRG into the political and military alliance of
NATO in 1954-53, the subsequent formation of the Warsaw Treaty with
the GDR as one of its lounding members, and decades of diametrically
opposed social developments in the two German states have made the
existence of the GDR and FRG an irreversible fact and a constant of
the European postwar system. Today, the very existence of the two Ger-
man states and their membership in different alliances are components
of stability and part of the international balance of forces in Europe.
The former German Rewli, which had not been proclaimed until 1871

mn Versailles in the wake of the Franco-German war {betore that there
had been nothing but a number of small separate German stafes, each
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with full sovereignty), perished in the inferno of the Second World War.
What arose from its ashes has not been orne divided Germany but two
German states.

Today, the GDR and FRG exist as two sovereign, independent states
of opposing social systems and in different alliances. This factual situa-
tion must be the point of departure for everything. It is fully accepted
by the GDR and to some extent by the political decision-makers of the
FRG as well.

That, however, has not been the case during the past. The political
leaders of the FRG long refused to accept the outcome of the Second
World War and postwar developments. They rather worked for revi-
sion, which in plain language would have been nothing but a modifica-
tion of European postwar frontiers at the expense of the FRG’s eastern
neighbors. The FRG defended a fiction of "“continued existence of the
German Reich within the frontiers of 1937”7, an illusion supported even
today by substantial right wing, conservative forces in the CDU/CSU.
It was that fictitious fabrication from which a claim was derived to
“reunification of Germany,”” which as matter of fact was not even bas-
ed on an assumption of equality but had always continued to claim to
incorporate the GDR (plus certain regions of Czechoslovakia, Poland,
and the USSR) and to eliminate those countries” political and social
systems.

Efforts were made by the FRG until the second half of the sixties
to enforce that claim by a policy of international isolation of the GDR
and proclamation of her “‘non-existence’’ and by presenting the FRG
as the only legitimate German state. This policy went down in history
under the heading *“Hallstein Doctrine’” or the **Claim to Sole Represen-
tation.”” It eventually perished in history. Being equally based on
presumptuousness and illusion, that policy necessarily failed tor at least
two reasons: it was in absolute contradiction to reality, and the persis-
tent support rendered to the GDR by the Soviet Union and the other
member states of the Warsaw Treaty proved to be a dependable
guarantee for the security and existence of the GDR and her statehood.
Nevertheless, it was that policy which constituted a permanent hotbed
of tension in Furope and which continued to block an all-European
political detente, when all the other European states as well as the US
and Canada had long begun to dissociate themselves from “Cold War”’

R o - - and the German Question

practices in East-West relations.

That situation was changed only in the early seventies, when the
FRG decided to recognize the status quo in Europe (though not with
all consequences) and to have that recognition laid down in interna-
tional law. A formally binding legal basis for the postwar system and
national frontiers in Europe was set up at last. Here are its formal, con-
stitutional elements:

- Treaties of Moscow, Warsaw, and Prague of the early 1970s be-
tween the FRG and the states concerned:;

- The Quadripartite Agreement of 1971 (USSR, USA, France, and
United Kingdom) on Berlin (West);

- The Treaty on Basic Principles of Relations between the GDR and
FRG, the so-called Basic Treaty.

Itis provided in Article I of the Basic Treaty that in order to make
a positive contribution to detente and security in Europe (Preamble) and
to develop normal good neighborly relations, both sides shall reaffirm
now and for the future “’the inviolability of the frontier they have in
common. . .and shall commit themselves (Article III) to unrestricted
respect for their territorial integrity.”” Both sides shall assume *‘that the
territorial authority of either state shall be confined to its territory. Both
states shall respect each other’s independence and authority with regard
to internal and external affairs.”

A German problem or even an ““open’” German problem no longer
exists, notwithstanding occasional references in political publications
in the Federal Republic and even in official government statements where
that alleged problem has sometimes been inflated to the status of a
"'question of destiny . .. for the Federal Republic of Germany.’" History
has rolled over it. The people of the GDR have exercised their right to
self-determination and have chosen its socialist system. "‘German
reunitication”” is not only not desired by the overwhelming majority
of the GDR population but is even considered extremely dangerous in
view of the experience of the history of "*Greater Germany.”’

Continued insistence by certain forces in the FRG on their own creed
of reunification is nothing but chasing after a chimera. Is it not sober
and realistic to see that the reality of socialism (in the GDR) and the
reality of capitalism (in the FRG) are just as irreconcilable as fire and
water? That insight cannot be bypassed by leaders in the CDU/CSU.
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For example, Chanceltor Helmut Kohl recently felt prompted to declare
in public that “’probably there would be no return. . . to the nation state
of the 19th century.””?" This is even less than probable, since any signifi-
cant intention to give up one’s own system for the <ystem of the other
side does not exist in either German state, either in the general public
or among political leaders. The GDR will continue systematically to im-
prove and strengthen socialism, while the social system of the FRG and
its prospects are the business of the FRG and its people.

The nation problem should be understood in a similar context. The
different choice of social systems and of alliances with which the two
German states are affiliated has inevitably entailed a differentiated na-
tional development. "“One German nation’’ has long ago ceased to exist.

These issues are perceived by the GDR not only under national but
also under all-European and even global aspects. In this respect, one
point can be made crystal clear: The existence of two German states
is a fact with which the Germans themselves and other nations in East
and West can live. And they all have been living with it for four decades,
very much better and more safely than they used to with the presence
of the former German Reich. That Reich brought nothing but ruin to other
nations, and it is therefore fortunate for them all that it perished once
and for all in the flames of the Second World War. The present territorial
status quo in Furope is both a prerequisite and a foundation for adding
content to the network of European conventions and for establishing
a peace order on our continent. To touch it would mean to touch calm
and stability in Europe. The leading circles of the Iederal Republic too
are absolutely aware that no one can be won over for change in terms
of “Greater German’’ reunification—none of the countries neighbor-
ing the two German states and not even their NATO allies. Italy’s
Foreign Minister Andreotti has publicly said what many thought by
themselves: “"There are two German states now, and there should be
two in the future.”

Therefore, significant importance can be attributed to the follow-
ing suggestion made in the Honecker-Kohl statement of March 12, 1985:
“Inviolability of frontiers and respect for territorial integrity and
sovereignty of all states in Europe within their present frontiers are basic
prerequisites for peace.””? This is a challenge to the paolitical leadership

of the FRG to let such consistency of political expression be followed

by an equal amount of consistency in political action.

The concept, after all, that there is no reasonable alternative today
to peaceful coexistence among states of different social systems is fully
applicable to the two German states. The conditions in international
law for such coexistence on an equal footing include renunciation ot
force, inviolability of frontiers, respect for sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity, and abstention from interference in other countries’ internal af-
fairs. These have been specified in both the Charter of the United Na-
tions and the Final Act of Helsinki. These principles are at the same
time the very basis for the consistent policy of peacetul coexistence which
is generally pursuevd by the GDR toward all countries different from
herself in their social systems, no matter whether Japan, France, Italy,
the US, Sweden, the FRG or any other Western country.

GDR-FRG relations, if pursued with persistence on the basis of these
principles, can be a tactor of growing stability in Europe as well as of
reliability and predictability. Taken as a whole, they have a beneficial
impact on people in both states. oints of departure in that direction
are connected to paints of overlapping interests of both German states
but political determination is also required. The following statement by
FRG Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher has, therefore, been
highly appreciated: ““We wish that substance be added to the partner-
ship of responsibility to which the Federal Republic of Germany and
the GDR have committed themselves. Included in that growing
substance are economic cooperation, political dialogue—also on issues
of confidence building, arms control, and disarmament—and the
development of human contacts. An example should be set by the two
German states at all levels of the Helsinki Final Act, so that war never
again be unleashed from German soil but inspirations generated for
peace. That will be in the interest of all neighbors.”’?

The GDR is ready for appropriate action and has no fear of contact.
[t is rather her policy to seek dialogue with all forces who have a say
in the affairs of the FRG, no matter whether we like them or not. To-
day a profound basis has been created for such an approach, since GDR-
FRG relations have been filled with considerable substance in the course
of time and this substance ought to be cultivated, broadened, and
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Substance of Relations Felt Primarily by Citizens of Both States

“Politics,”” according to Johann Gottfried Seume, a democratic Ger-
man writer (1763-1810), “'should be defined as something that con-
tributes or is to contribute to general well-being.”” Let that somewhat
terse and one-sided but also humane and wise definition be an opener
to discussion of the criteria by which to evaluate achievements and short-
comings as well as the present situation in GDR-FRG relations. The ques-
tion would then appear to be opportune for specific results for the
peoples of the GDR and FRG from these relations since the late sixties,
following the end of the Cold War between the two sides. -

There are certainly several answers to that question. The first is that
the general improvement of relations and the removal or mitigation of
earlier points of dispute have defused a dangerous hotbed of tension
in East-West relations and have made life in Europe palpably safer. This
has been largely attributable to the fact that both the GDR and FRG,
in a bilateral process of learning sometimes painful to each side, have
succeeded in objectifying the ways in which they are dealing with each
other. True, setbacks cannot be ruled out and are quite often
systematically provoked by flag-waving right wing conservative forces
standing for outdated, revanchist positions in the FRG. Such events
primarily account for the FRG government’s attitude on certain issues
on which it is trying to stick to obsolete positions. Further reference will
be made to these points later on.

Yet this is no longer the surface feature of everyday life in relations
between these two states. Also, personal meetings between top-level
politicians of both sides have in the meantime assumed some sort of
normality, and this can be only conducive to the maintenance of bilateral
relations with a high degree of continuity and to early identification of
upcoming problems. Particular importance in this context should be at-
tributed to several meetings of Erich Honecker with Helmut Schmidt
during his term of office as well as with Helmut Kohl since 1982,
Reference should be made also to his talks with Willy Brandt and Hans-
Jochen Vogel, two leaders of SPD, and with Franz Josef Strauss and
Martin Bangemann, chairmen of two other political parties, CSU and
FDP.

These developments and political dialogue were decisive conditjons
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for preventing the full impact upon GDR-FRG relations of an aggrava-
tion in East-West tension and of a general deterioration of the Euro-
pean situation which began to occur in the wake of the NATO missile
deployment of 1983. The GDR worked for a policy by which to limit
the damage, although certain negative repercussions could not be en-
tirely avoided. The relations between the GDR and FRG are, after all,
closely integrated with East-West relations in general and consequent-
ly cannot be decoupled from the general trend of Fast-West
éeve!opmen’ts. That inseparable linkage should be always taken into
due consideration by both sides, as it is of cardinal relevance to their
own relations.

A network of agreements has been woven and considerably expand-
ed between the GDR and FRG since the early seventies, with direct or
favorable effects on everyday life of the citizens of both states. Here are
the most important conventions in this context:

- December 17, 1971: agreement on transit traffic and transport of
civilian persons and goods between the FRG and Berlin (West);

- May 26, 1972: agreement on issues relating to transport; ﬂ

- September 20, 1973: governmental agreement on principles of
minimization of damage along the frontier between the two states (regar-
ding preservation of the environment);

- April 25, 1974: governmental agreement on health services;

- March 30, 1976: governmental agreement on postal services and
telecommunication;

- October 31, 1979: governmental agreement on exemption of road
vehicles from taxes and levies; and

- December 21, 1979. governmental agreement on veterinary
services.

The progress achieved through these agreements and numerous
subsequent implementation clauses has been palpable. Those using tran-
sit routes between the FRG and West Berlin through the GDR or trans
frontier postal and telecommunication services or medical services during
visits in the other state or any kind of services and facilities at different
levels all have specific benefits from these agreements. The degree of
normality in all these areas today is much greater than it used to be fif-
teen or even ten years ago.

More agreements of substantive importance were signed in the



eighties, including one on the highly sophisticated problem of transfron-
tier potassium mining. The GDR has declared her readiness and desire
to enter into additional formal agreements on subjects not yet covered.
For example, a draft is being prepared for an agreement on protection
of the environment. A bilateral agreement on cultural exchange has been
signed.

Each of these formal agreements has considerably eased the life of
many people in both German states, and all of them have contributed
strongly to the development of relations between human beings. Mutual
flows of visitors, travel by GDR citizens into the FRG in connection with
urgent family atfairs, and similar developments have been on a rapidly
rising trend. Youth group exchange programs are growing. Some 1.6
million GDR citizens travelled into the FRG in 1984, while 3.6 West Ger-
mans went the other direction. Related to the populations of the two
German states, the number of GDR travellers has been higher.
Assistance has been rendered to thousands of people in the very com-
plicated field of family reunion, a legacy of Germany’s division with
effects down to today. In the context of family reunion activities, almost
40,000 GDR citizens moved for good to the FRG in 1984 alone, just to
mention one of many relevant figures.

The GDR considers the area of human relations a major element
of her relations with the FRG, and, taking an open-minded attitude on
all associated problems, she is acting fully in keeping with the provi-
sions of the Final Act of Helsinki of 1975.

Given the efficiency of her own system and the increasingly visible
political and social shortcomings in the system of the FRG, the GDR,
is not at all afraid of contacts with the West. While efforts are being con-
tinued, primarily through an almost round-the-clock beaming of FRG
electronic media into the GDR, which present to many GDR citizens an
image of the FRG modelled by brilliant surfaces of consumer goods,
the overwhelming majority of the GDR population has understood what
the purpose of life should be. The yardstick by which to measure quali-
ty of life in society is related to social housing, security, and opportunities
for individual development rather than to streamlined motor cars.

Finally, economic relations also rank high in GDR-FRG relations.
For the GDR and contrary to many an allegation, they are neither the
crux nor prime mover of her relations with the FRG. They are never-
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theless elements of stability which must not be underestimated. They
have been continuously and greatly expanded, despite more difficult
conditions in the world economy. The trade volume in 1970 (export and
import) was 4,500 million Marks. In 1984, the figure grew to 15,500
million, and the limit of 16,000 million will be surpassed 1985. This has
been the result of attractive economic opportunities on each side. Ber-
thold Beitz, Chairman of the Board of Directors of Krupp, told Erich
Honecker in a meeting that the dynamics of GDR trade were of substan-
tive importance to numerous companies in the FRG, among them
outstanding corporations as well as small and medium enterprises with
specialized production.?*

This has been also a result of an appreciable development of overall
political relations between both states and of insights voiced also by
leading economic and business circles of the FRG.2

It has also resulted from the resistance offered by decisive political
and economic forces in the FRG to blueprints for trade wars and to at-
tempts to restructure East-West trade toward political confrontation.

The development of bilateral economic relations between the GDR
and FRG has by no means reached its limit. Measured by the poten-
tiality and structure of both economies, there is more room for expan-
sion. This is, however, obstructed on the FRG side by a number of
obstacles, some of them protectionist and others politically motivated.
Limitations in terms of value and quantity are still imposed on GDR
exports. The discriminatory COCOM provisions are applied to East-West
trade, and other threatening measures are taken. The point must be
made that continued expansion of economic relations between the two
German states will remain meaningful, as it has been in the past, only
on the basis of reciprocal benefit. It has been along these very lines that
economic exchange with other Western countries, such as Japan, France,
and Austria, has taken a surprising upswing in recent years.

Unresolved Problems

Overall relations between the GDR and FRG have followed a positive
development, when measured by the original point of departure. Yet
nothing should be idealized. On important issues relations are still very
far from comprehensive normalization and far from havi ng reached stan-
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dards comparable to those typical of relations between either German
state and third countries such as Austria. The causes lie on the FRG
side and are related to shortcomings in coming to grips with burdens
of the past. There are four major problems awaiting satisfactory solu-
tion: The legitimate demand made by the GDR concerning full respect
for her citizenship, amicable agreement on a settlement of the Elbe River
frontier, dissolution of the Salzgitter Authority, and transformation of
both states’ representation into embassies

“All these are policy issues of fundamental relevance to relations
between the GDR and FRG. Those who are genuinely interested in ef-
fective steps towards normalization of relations should make step-by-
step contributions to resolving those policy problems,”’? for all of them
have resulted from the FRG government’s ongoing refusal of full recogni-
tion in terms of international law for the GDR, a refusal not only in
declarations but in political practice. In the final analysis, such an at-
titude is aimed not unly against the GDR but against the territorial status
quo in Europe and is thus a potential danger to stability and peace. A
solution to these problems is urgent, not because of the demands made
by the GDR but because the FRG is somewhat lagging behind
developments in international law and should catch up for the benefit
of Europe as a whole.

Let us take a brief glance at these four problems. First, the fictitious
idea of a “continued existence of the German Reich within the frontiers
of 1937"" has prompted the Federal Republic from the very beginning
to postulate the continued existence of “"one single German citizenship”’
and to imply in a presumptuous manner that this citizenship is iden-
tical with the citizenship of the FRG. The following political intention
is concealed behind that fabrication: the existence of an independent
GDR citizenship is denied. The FRG claims FRG citizenship for the en-
tire population of the GDR (as well as for all individuals who are con-
sidered as ethnic Germans and have their residence in regions which
once were part of the German Reich but became Czechoslovak, Polish,
and Soviet territory in 1945). Whenever and wherever possible, all these
people are treated as FRG citizens

With her own signature under the Basic Treaty, the FRG had to give
up in terms of international law the “'concept that the GDR was not
a state but merely a region which actually belonged to the Federal
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Republic of Germany.’"?” Every state has citizens. Hence, formally the
FRG is not required to concede to the GDR the right to her citizenship.
A GDR citizenship is in existence, with or without the consent of the
FRG government. Yet the FRG is required to respect GDR citizenship.
One should think that this was undisputed and natural. Practice,
however, is different.

The government of the FRG has clung until today to its original,
historically outdated concepts. In everyday political life in the FRG there
are cases of snubbing of GDR citizens which would not be tolerated
by any state. GDR travel documents held by GDR visitors in the FRG
are withdrawn and invalidated by West German authorities. FRG
passports are issued to GDR citizens by FRG diplomatic missions in third
countries. GDR citizens with temporary residence in the FRG as
diplomats, economic representatives, journalists or in other poisitions
or assignments have received call-up papers for the Bundeswehr, registra-
tion cards for elections, invitations to present tax statements, etc. Ex-
tradition of GDR citizens who are wanted in the GDR for legal offenses
and have fled to the FRG is refused as a matter of principle, with the
excuse being offered that they are “’Germans’’ and thus citizens of the
FRG. Thus, several criminals found guilty of murder cannot be brought
to court in the GDR.?

Such disrespect of GDR citizenship actually prevents further nor-
malization of relations between the two states, including work on
humanitarian issues, with full normalization of travel being rendered
impossible.

Second, the case of the stretch of frontier along the Elbe River is
another example of attempts made by certain political forces in the FRG
to maintain artificially a potential for tension in GDR-FRG relations which
can be activated at will and mobilized to jeopardize developments and
progress at other levels. This impression is likely to be reinforced by
a closer look at the issue. Precisely 93.7 km of the GDR-FRG frontier
are formed by the Elbe River, in other words, less than ten percent of
the entire frontier. All mapping issues relating to the rest of the fron-
tier have long been settled by a joint frontier commission. Yet the Elbe
stretch has been the subject of negotiations for more than twelve years.
Documents held by the former World War IT allies are likely to suggest
that Elbe was the point of contact of the former Soviet and British oc-
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cupation zones. However, no unambiguous information is recordable
from those documents on the real course of the frontier, which had been
marked differently on the west or east bank or along the center line of
the river. The center line course, however, has been confirmed in
documents more recently retrieved, including maps kept in British ar-
chives. The GDR has now proposed finding a settlement in keeping
with former allied practice and in agreement with customary practice
in international law, that is to mark the center line throughout as the
frontier. That proposal had once been accepted in a protocol by the FRG
side, in 1975. However, in the meantime, the FRG government has gone
back on its own position and is demanding that most of this stretch of
frontier be marked on the east bank of Elbe, that is in GDR territory.
A settlement by agreement has so far been refused.

Third, the so-called Central Record Authority of the Provincial Ad-
ministration of Justice, in Salzgitter, Lower Saxony, was set up in 1961
and must be considered as a politico-legal absurdity which is unique
in the world. It is “‘a child of the Cold War,”" as has been frankly ad-
mitted even by legal experts of the FRG.2? The very existence of this
Authority is a blatant violation of the aforementioned clause in the Basic
Treaty according to which the sovereignty of each state shall be confin-
ed to its own territory. The Salzgitter Authority is a demontiration that
in this respect the FRG has continued to treat the GDR as [ilund, in
an attempt to expand its own jurisdiction. The Salzgitter Authority was
established for the purpose of collecting evidence against GDR citizens
who commit offenses against FRG law on the territory of the GDR.
“Such offenders are to be brought to [FRG] justice.”* Such cir-
cumstances perhaps may go beyond a non-German's imagination for
their absurdity and contradictory nature. Let us try to illustrate the pro-
blem by an artificial example: Salzgitter is comparable to the hypothetical
existence in Canada of an Authority to investigate the practice of US
customs officers for compliance with Canadian law. “Offenses’” would
then be followed by investigation procedures against the US citizens
concerned who, in case of entry into Canada, would be brought to court.
Should such US citizens dare to travel into any other country, Cana-
dian authorities would be entitled to demand their extradition. Between
1961 and early 1984, 31,000 law cases were prepared in Salzgitter against
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GDR citizens. The Federal government, by denying its competence, is
trying to evade action in response to the demand for removal of the
" Salzgitter Central Record Authority.”” It asserts the problem is an ex-
clusive matter of the state administration concerned, that of the state
(Land) government of Lower Saxony. If that were really the case, con-
ditions today are more favorable than ever before for the Federal govern-
merit to make its positive influence felt. The Federal government in Bonn
is led by the CDU/CSU, and the same political party is at present in
power in most Land administrations.™

Yet, nothing has happened, which is likely to suggest that even
political party majorities are worth nothing as long as political deter-
mination is lacking.

Fourth, the problem relating to the status of each side’s mutual
diplomatic representations in the other’s capital has something to do
with the illusion of an ““open German problem,”’ an illusion not definite-

tes are not foreign countries relative to each
other and that there is something like ““special inner-German relations.””

ly buried as yet. The FRG government continues to insist on its view
that the two German sta

[t, therefore, insists on ~.pe—_mm! names for the dl;")lmnatic representa-

tions to demonstrate its concept to the rest of the world. They are call-
»d “"Permanent Representation’’ rather than “‘Embassy,’’ the common
and usual designation, although their structure and m:..a-p(' are absolutely
identical with those of any embassy

This is another case of an abnormal condition which is artifically
kept alive, although correction has become overdue.

An overall assessment of developments is likely to support the con-
clusion that the relations between the GDR and FRG have grown in
a positive way since the early seventies. Developments have been neither
unproblematic nor straightforward. On the contrary. Yet even this is
considered as evidence that balancing and adjustment of interests and
compromise solutions between East and West are possible after all, pro-
vided that positive approaches are taken and willingness dif«playc:d by
both sides. GDR-FRG relations have thus been reshaped in a way which
has proved to be of substantial benefit to security in Europe and to the
everyday life of citizens in both German states. This is a ;ﬁ;."r-,n'r.u‘&'-n,l
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a good point of departure for further progress
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